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ABSTRACT 
Local parks and recreation provisions have been instrumental in meeting residents’ 
recreational needs, increasing community engagement and social capital, promoting positive 
health outcomes, and improving property values. For residents of color and residents of lower-
income households, community-based provisions offer affordable recreational opportunities. 
Despite the best intentions of municipal governments to provide affordable recreation and equal 
access to all residents, some research shows that some racially marginalized groups (e.g., 
Latinos, African Americans) may sometimes lack access to such publically-funded services. This 
is a social and environmental justice issue as lacking access to quality parks and recreation 
provisions has led to negative health outcomes as well as a decrease in quality of life and general 
well-being in communities of color.    
In effect, the purpose of this study was to examine how the non-profit sector can 
complement municipal government services in providing access to parks and recreation 
provisions by using the Chicago community of Little Village as a case-study. The study 
specifically examined the process the nonprofit group, the Little Village Environmental Justice 
Organization (LVEJO), utilized in addressing the lack of access to parks and recreation 
provisions in the Latino community of Little Village which, in 2010, ranked 76th out of 77 in 
Chicago neighborhoods in terms of access to green space. This study also examined how this 
process led to empowerment of Little Village Latino residents and ongoing projects. In order to 
address these questions, the study utilized the collection of documentation and archival 
information, participant observations, and participant interviews with 16 LVEJO stakeholders. 
Study findings indicated that LVEJO was able to address the lack of parks and recreation 
provisions through its unique organizational culture, which consisted of utilizing intentional 
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programming that targeted social and environmental injustices, place-based practice and 
research, and flexible leadership. In addition to its organizational culture, LVEJO was able to 
implement four strategies in addressing social and environmental injustices, which included 
creating a shared knowledge-base of information, enabling community engagement using 
various tactics, empowering community residents, and establishing collaborative efforts. The 
campaigns against a coal power plant and a Unilever expansion demonstrated how these 
strategies were utilized in a flexible manner. LVEJO’s organizational culture and strategies 
utilized displayed how the nonprofit sector could be mobilized to advance social and 
environmental justice in the leisure field. 
Moreover, study findings had important implications for the leisure field. In regards to 
leisure scholars, the results stressed the importance of action research where researchers take an 
active and political role in addressing the structural inequalities affecting communities of color. 
Results further highlighted the importance of representation in racially marginalized 
communities and involving participants in the research process. In regards to leisure 
practitioners, the findings called attention toward engaging residents in community decision 
making. Youth development practitioners may also benefit from being intentional about targeting 
structural inequalities and including youth in the process. Accordingly, this study highlighted the 
importance of recreation, parks, and youth development projects, all subfields of our discipline, 
in tackling social and environmental injustices in racially marginalized community. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
Neighborhoods across the country have relied on community-based parks and recreation 
provisions for various purposes, including meeting residents’ recreational needs, increasing 
community engagement and social capital, and promoting positive health outcomes (BREC, 
2014; Walker, 2004). In most communities, such provisions have been offered to residents by 
municipal governments at relatively low costs (Floyd, Taylor, & Whitt-Glover, 2009; Scott & 
Munson, 1994). Despite the best intentions of municipal governments to provide affordable 
recreation and equal access to all residents (e.g., Manning & More, 2002), the latest research 
continues to show that some racially marginalized groups (e.g., Latinos, African Americans) may 
lack access to such publically-funded services (Byrne, Wolch, & Zhang, 2009; Edwards, Jilcott, 
Floyd, & Moore, 2011; Taylor, Floyd, Whitt-Glover, & Brooks, 2007; Wolch, Wilson, & 
Fehrenbach, 2005). This is a social and environmental justice issue as lacking access to quality 
parks and recreation provisions has led to negative health outcomes as well as a decrease in 
quality of life and general well-being in communities of color (Taylor et al., 2007).   
From a historical perspective, during the 1970s through 1990s, parks and recreation 
provisions experienced a decline in public funding due to the shift toward conservative political 
ideologies as well as taxpayer dissatisfaction toward the administration of municipal parks and 
recreation agencies (Bachin, 2003; Backman, Wicks, & Silverberg, 1997; Foley & Ward, 1993). 
The decrease in budgetary allocation to the public sector intensified the competition between 
public services (e.g., police, ambulance), which constrained municipal governments in their 
ability to serve community residents with adequate parks space (Fulton, 2012; Scott & Munson, 
1994). Because some taxpayers were not using community-based park and recreation services, 
this also intensified the fight for taxpayer money as there was less revenue streaming into 
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municipal parks, and there was less support for such services (Crompton, 2000). Support for 
such amenities, particularly those for residents of color, was hampered as overall consensus by 
some Americans was that “publically funded leisure programs and facilities are already available 
to all, and practitioners’ efforts to provide programs and services to people with low income are 
pointless and financially irresponsible” (Scott, 2013, p. 5). Given the decline in public funding 
and the public ideology against supporting municipal type services, there emerged skepticism of 
the ability of local governments to provide adequate public amenities to all constituents (Coalter, 
1998; Scott, 2013; Taylor et al., 2007).  
Collaborations between municipal governments and other public and private entities to 
ensure access to community-based parks and recreation provisions developed as a possible 
solution. According to Starr (2004), despite the continued importance of local governments, 
foundations dedicated to philanthropic causes were projected to supersede tax-based government 
structures as providers of social services given that the latter have faced tightened economic 
resources. D’Allant (2013) further documented the progress of various non-profit organizations, 
academic interdisciplinary teams, and private companies to collaborate with local governments 
to increase access to open spaces in poor urban communities in various countries. Others 
discussed how social entrepreneurs can be utilized to further the mission of the Environmental 
Justice Movement in marginalized communities (Louisiana Bucket Brigade, 2011). Despite this 
growing attention toward other sources of support, the race and ethnicity leisure literature has not 
extensively examined the community coalitions and partnerships that have developed.    
Purpose and Research Objectives 
The purpose of this study was to examine how the efforts of a non-profit organization 
improved parks and recreation provisions in a Latino community. This study advanced efforts of 
social and environmental justice in that the non-profit organization deliberately tackled the 
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structural inequalities resulting in decreased services in a marginalized community. This study 
took place in the City of Chicago, known for its large number of immigrant residents and for 
being one of the most segregated cities in America (Glaeser & Vigdor, 2012; Logan & Stults, 
2010). Chicago’s development of park and recreation infrastructure has a rich history, and other 
cities across the country have utilized Chicago as an example of how to provide their residents 
with access to park and recreation services. 
Despite Chicago’s history of providing recreation services to its constituents, several 
neighborhoods have struggled with the lack of access to parks and recreation provisions. The 
Chicago community of South Lawndale, more commonly known as Little Village or La Villita, 
is an example of a neighborhood that has struggled to gain access to green space. In 2010, this 
Latino neighborhood experienced the “least amount of green-space second only to Logan 
Square” out of Chicago’s 77 neighborhoods (LISC Chicago’s New Communities Program, 2015, 
para. 6). Little Village was the home of a superfund site where a former coal power plant was 
housed, which caused various health ailments among Latino residents. With the help of the non-
profit group, Little Village Environmental Justice Organization (LVEJO), the site was 
dismantled and transformed into a public park. As a result of this initiative, in 2014, Little 
Village ranked 70th out of 77 neighborhoods for green space (City of Chicago, 2014).    
Consequently, Little Village provided an opportunity to use a case-study approach to 
examine the efforts of LVEJO to increase access to community-based parks and recreation 
provisions. Specifically, the research objectives of this project were to examine the process 
utilized by the LVEJO in Little Village to increase access to parks and recreation provisions and 
the influence this process has had on ongoing community projects and on residents’ feelings of 
empowerment in their community.  
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Background 
 Drawing upon the concepts of race, White privilege, and colorblind ideology, this study 
was guided by the notion that racially marginalized groups are vulnerable to structural forces that 
render them to undesirable parts of the community where environmental hazards and toxins may 
be present along with inadequate parks and recreation provisions. The constructs of race, White 
privilege, and colorblind ideology are described below. Understanding these terms was essential 
in the implementation of this study.  
Race. Race is socially constructed, and it generally refers to individuals’ phenotype, such 
as skin tone color or facial features (Bonilla-Silva, 2010; Hollinger, 2005; Rodriguez, 2000; 
Saperstein & Penner, 2012). Such differences in phenotype has generally served as a guide to 
classify individuals into different racial categories such as White or African American 
(Abizadeh, 2001; King, 1981; Rodriquez, 2000). According to Rodriguez (2000), Whiteness 
historically referred to the “absense of any black or nonwhite blood” (p. 28), whereas the one-
drop rule characterized individuals as Black if they had a miniscule amount of “black blood” 
(Rodriguez, p. 28; also see Hollinger, 2005). This historical mechanism to determine race has 
persisted into present day (Alexandre, 2011; Walker, 2011).  
Scholars such as Philipp (2000) have argued that race as reflected in individuals’ 
phenotypes are necessary in research studies.  However, some have argued that the one-drop rule 
and using biological features to determine race is rather simplisitic. For instance, some research 
over the years has demonstrated that there is as much between-group differences as there is 
within-group differences as it relates to race (e.g., Haney Lopez, 2000). Additionally, in some 
instances of history, some groups were originally marginalized and regarded as minorities in this 
country, whereas at other points in time the same groups were regarded as the dominant groups. 
Such was the case of Italians, who were originally mistreated but today the group is identified as 
 5 
 
White by most members of society. Such complexity and fluidity in the construct has supported 
contemporary notions that race is a social construction dependent on various political, social, and 
economic factors (e.g., Abizadeh, 2001; Bonilla-Silva, 2010; Cornell & Hartmann, 2007; Nash, 
2003; Omi & Winant, 1994).  
White privilege and colorblind ideology. Various scholars have noted how non-
Hispanic Whites have power, privileges, and prestige in America because they are on the top of 
the social hierarchy, whereas other groups, such as African Americans, fall toward the bottom of 
such hierarchy (Bonilla-Silva, 2010; Kahn, Ho, Sidanius, & Pratto, 2009). Non-Hispanic Whites’ 
power, privileges, and prestige has translated into more political clout and access to resources 
including those pertaining to health care, education system, labor force, and leisure services 
(American Sociological Association, 2003; Bonilla-Silva, 2010; Feagin, 2006; Fulbright-
Anderson, Lawrence, Sutton, Susi, & Kubisch, 2005; Massey, 2007; McDonald, 2009; 
McIntosh, 1998; Omi & Winant, 1994). Non-Hispanic Whites have also been linked to the 
racially marginalized groups’ “denial of political rights,” “the introduction of slavery, and other 
forms of coercive labor as well as outright extermination” (McDonald, 2009, p. 8). According to 
Bonilla-Silva (2010), racial inequality stemmed from racially marginalized groups struggling for 
access to the same privileges as non-Hispanic Whites, while non-Hispanic Whites either actively 
resist people of color’s attempt to change the status quo or passively benefit from their racial 
order that affords them more privileges.   
White privilege has led to many of the negative outcomes for people of color (Bonilla-
Silva, 2010; Feagin, 2006; Gallagher, 2005). According to Hankins, Cochran, and Derickson 
(2012), “As a hegemonic formation, white privilege constructs a normalized performance of 
whiteness, casting other racialized embodiments, practices, and behaviors as deviant…the 
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hegemony of whiteness relies upon white racialized identity being ignored and/or hidden” (p. 
383). White privilege often remains unacknowledged (Lipsitz, 1999, Roediger 2007), and if 
discussed in public discourse, it is sometimes attributed to supremacist and/or radical liberals in 
their attempts to hurt Whites (e.g., Brown, 2014). White privilege also includes a normalizing 
effect, where discrimination is a structural component of the United States and is perpetuated by 
even well-intentioned individuals (Omi & Winant, 1994; Scott, 2000).  
One of the mechanisms that enabled Whites’ access to resources and privileges is 
colorblind ideology (Bonilla-Silva, 2010; Gallagher, 2005; Sharaievska et al., 2010). Utilizing a 
colorblind ideology, individuals are able to state that they are not racist as they do not consider 
race in their interactions with others. For instance, in their study, Fernandez and Witt (2013) 
discovered that a public recreation director stated that Hispanic children were welcomed in his 
facility, which was mostly composed of African American users. The director did not regard 
Hispanic children as different, thus, failing to see their color. Unfortunately, during the 
interviews with parents and staff, it became apparent that Hispanic children were bullied because 
they appeared different from the Black users and had a different cultural background. By failing 
to see their color and not addressing the racial issues in his facility, the director enabled a racist 
atmosphere toward Hispanics.   
In a similar fashion, some individuals today believe that race is not a hindrance in 
achieving equality in America. The notions of meritocracy and “pulling oneself up from the 
bootstraps” are often interlinked with the case of colorblind ideology (Bonilla-Silva, 2010). 
Given that legislation such as the Civil Rights Act has been enacted which prohibits 
discrimination, racially marginalized groups are often held personally responsible for not 
attaining social mobility, as discrimination is perceived to no longer be a problem (Lipsitz, 
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1999). Additionally, many cite the Black middle-class as proof that if people of color work hard, 
then they will achieve social mobility (Akom, 2008; Oliver & Shapiro, 1995). Other racially 
marginalized groups who do not appear to achieve social mobility are often blamed for their own 
victimization, without taking in account the social structures that may impede such mobility 
(Akom, 2008; Bonilla-Silva, 2010; Hankins et al., 2012; Lipsitz, 1999; Roediger, 2007). This has 
also been evident in research involving the culture of poverty thesis and other research, which 
has explored the attitudes and behaviors of people of color as contributing factors of their 
marginalized position in the United States (e.g., Wilson, 2009).  
Concepts such as White privilege and colorblind ideology have enabled people of color’s 
marginalized position in society. According to Hankins et al. (2012), these notions have also 
played an important role in the formation or racialization of places, which are often “arranged in 
such a way that privilege…can continue to operate” (p. 383). Various scholars have examined 
the racialization within communities, where racial minorities have been displaced to undesirable 
parts of the community. For instance, the ghettos, barrios, and reservations typically conjure 
images of low-income African Americans, Hispanics, and American Indians. Racial minorities 
have been displaced through various mechanisms, including “housing and lending 
discrimination, school district boundaries, policing practices, zoning regulations, and the design 
of transit systems” (Lipsitz, 2011, p. 6). These historical and contemporary processes have led to 
social and environmental injustices (Pulido, 2000), where racial and ethnic minority 
neighborhoods are placed next to environmental hazards and toxins and lack access to adequate 
green spaces and community infrastructure.    
Access. Lack of access to parks and recreation provisions has been defined differently by 
various researchers. A common conceptualization of access is that of Bedimo-Rung, Mowen, 
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and Cohen (2005) who “characterized access as the availability of park space in a given 
community,” “the equitable distribution of parks across different types of neighborhood,” 
“distance individuals must travel” as well as the “ability of people to move around easily inside 
the boundaries of a park” (p. 165). Earlier studies related to access focused on the geographic 
distance to amenities in a community. For instance, Bullard and Johnson (2000) noted the 
placement of racially marginalized groups in undesirable areas of the community, while non-
Hispanic Whites were situated in community with more amenities, including well-maintained 
parks, fresh food and health care services. Accordingly, Gobster (2002) and Byrne et al. (2009) 
noted that affluent White community members resided in close proximity to well-maintained 
parks, whereas racially marginalized community members travelled longer distances to access 
these same amenities.  
Despite some research showing that racially marginalized groups may have less access to 
parks and recreation provisions, not all racially marginalized communities lack physical access 
to such provisions (Mcintyre, 2007). This acknowledgement may have led to current 
conceptualizations of access, which have been defined more broadly. For instance, Franzini and 
colleagues (2010) discovered that greater geographic distance to amenities was not an issue for 
higher poverty and non-White neighborhoods; however, such neighborhoods were more likely to 
be “less safe, less comfortable, and less pleasurable for outdoor physical activity, and have less 
favorable social processes” (p. 267). Similarly, Stodolska, Shinew, Acevedo, and Izenstark 
(2011) discussed other items affecting accessibility to park resources including racial boundaries, 
safety concerns, and park district employees’ inability to communicate with park users who did 
not speak English. Thus, lack of access includes factors such as availability of community-based 
 9 
 
parks and recreation provisions, racial boundaries, safety concerns, as well as agency’s inability 
to facilitate park usage.    
Study Contribution and Application 
Approximately five decades of research have been dedicated to studying the leisure 
patterns and constraints of racial and/or ethnic minority groups. This stream of literature 
commenced in the late-1960s when the Outdoor Recreation Resource Review Committee 
(ORRRC) began collecting data on outdoor recreation patterns. The data allowed researchers to 
determine the effects of race and ethnicity on divergent leisure patterns (Ferriss, 1962). Findings 
showed that racially marginalized groups were less represented in wildland activities than their 
non-Hispanic White counterparts, while usage in public parks was heavily documented (e.g., 
Anderson, Stodolska, Shinew, & Gobster, 2006; Cronan, Shinew, & Stodolska, 2008; Irwin, 
Gartner, & Phelps, 1990). Early studies addressing such different activity levels among racial 
and/or ethnic groups focused primarily on the marginality and ethnicity hypotheses (Washburne, 
1978). The marginality hypothesis stated that racially marginalized groups’ under participation in 
leisure activities stemmed from the “consequence of the cumulative effects of social, economic, 
and education discrimination and segregation practices” (Washburne & Wall, 1980, p. 1). 
However, much of this research has also examined the tangible outcomes of discrimination and 
segregation practices, such as lack of transportation (Dunn, Kasul, & Brown, 2002; West, 1989) 
and discretionary income (e.g., Hong & Anderson, 2006).  
The ethnicity hypothesis recognized the subcultural values found in some ethnic minority 
groups, which may impact their leisure behavior. Scholars, for instance, found that some African 
American and Latino park users prefer developed natural areas versus undeveloped natural areas, 
something that is often more desired by non-Hispanic Whites (e.g., Irwin et al., 1990). 
Additionally, it has been noted that groups such as Latinos desire that park signage and/or rules 
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be made available in Spanish (Dunn et al., 2002). Latinos have also been noted as recreating in 
parks for longer periods of time as well as preparing their food onsite (Chavez, 1991; Cronan et 
al., 2008; Irwin et al., 1990).    
Although the marginality and ethnicity hypotheses were heavily used for during the 
1990s, the field also began incorporating other theoretical frameworks, including Gordon’s 
(1964) segmented assimilation and selective acculturation theory and the multiple stratification 
hierarchy theory (Stodolska, Shinew, Floyd, & Walker, 2013). The roles of discrimination in 
leisure behavior received ample attention as well (e.g., Doherty & Taylor, 2007 Philipp, 1999; 
Sharaievska et al., 2010; West, 1989). More recently, leisure scholars have taken notice of 
oppressed communities and signaled a call toward environmental and social justice (e.g., Allison, 
2000; Bocarro & Stodolska, 2013; Henderson, 1997; Paisley & Dustin, 2011; Parry et al., 2013). 
Social justice has dealt with issues related to “inequities and equality, barriers and access, 
poverty and privilege, individual rights and the collective good, and their implications for 
suffering” (Charmaz, 2011, p. 359). According to Parry and colleagues (2013), social justice 
research attempts to challenge current the status quo for marginalized groups and hopes to 
“change the world for marginalized and/or oppressed groups” (p. 83). Similarly, environmental 
justice has focused on the distribution of environmental resources across community members 
with keen attention to equity and environmental racism (Barnett, 2001; Bullard, 1990, 1994; 
Taylor et al., 2007). The environmental justice movement has tackled issues of justice and 
structural inequalities which connects it to the greater social justice efforts (Barnett, 2001).  
While focused on one particular Latino community, this project will contribute to the 
existing literature regarding social and environmental justice. Although ample research discusses 
the negative impacts (e.g., stress, lack of resources) structural inequalities may cause in 
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marginalized groups, it was the hope of this study to contribute to the strand of literature that 
provides hope to impacted communities. Few studies have examined how individual agencies in 
the non-profit sector can disrupt oppressive structures which lead to a group’s marginalization 
(e.g., Garcia, 2013; Kelly Pryor & Outley, 2014). Non-profit organizations can provide an outlet 
for Latino marginalized community residents to feel empowered and have a voice to advocate for 
themselves. This is noteworthy as limited research has been devoted in understanding the civic 
engagement and decisions-making power Latino residents have when trying to advocate for more 
community-based parks and recreation provisions in their own communities. 
A case-study design was used which allowed for in-depth exploration of the study site, 
including the collection of key urban land policies and political ideologies that have led to the 
lack of access to parks and recreation provisions. This approach was selected because most 
social and environmental justice studies have been cross-sectional and have been unable to 
determine whether intentional discrimination toward people of color played a role in the 
placement of racially marginalized communities in poor neighborhood conditions (e.g., Krieg, 
2005). Additionally, according to Garcia (2013), few studies have been able to discuss the “legal 
aspects of environmental justice,” including various laws and policies that have affected social 
and environmental justice and active living (p. 8). A qualitative approach was also appropriate 
given that most studies focused on social and environmental justice have utilized quantitative 
methods and/or GIS studies (Downey, 1998; Krieg, 2005; Tarrant & Cordell, 1999). In the 
leisure field, only approximately 13% of studies published in five major leisure journals utilized 
qualitative research to understand issues related to racial and ethnic minorities (Floyd, Bocarro, 
& Thompson, 2008). In effect, the use of qualitative methods in this study supplemented existing 
quantitative and GIS research, while also being able to further explore the historical policies and 
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ideologies that have resulted in the lack of access to parks and recreation provisions in Little 
Village.  
Across the country, public agencies struggling to provide racially marginalized groups 
with access to parks and recreation provisions have continued searching for innovative strategies 
(e.g., Garcia, 2013). This study contributed to practice by identifying the various strategies 
utilized by a non-profit organization to increase access to parks and recreation provisions in a 
Latino community. The identified strategies may be transferable to other communities seeking to 
serve their constituents of color.  
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 CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE  
Access to parks and recreation provisions has been linked to various community- and 
individual-level benefits. Some benefits include an increase in physical activity and quality of 
life (Bedimo-Rung et al., 2005; Kaczynski & Henderson, 2007) as well as an increase in 
academic success and decrease in problem behaviors through the use of various afterschool 
activities offered by park districts (Wu & Van Egeren, 2010; Witt & Caldwell, 2005). 
Unfortunately, not all communities are able to enjoy these benefits as access to parks and 
recreation provisions is an area of concern. In the early part of this chapter, I reviewed the 
pertinent literature regarding the historical antecedents for lack of access to such publically-
funded services, with particular attention to residential segregation in the United States. In 
understanding what forces lead to residents’ relocation to areas with limited access to resources 
and where community- and individual-level benefits are limited, institutional policies, White 
flight and urban sprawl, gentrification, and residents’ attitudes and preferences were discussed.   
Residential segregation not only contributes to the lack of access to parks and recreation 
provisions, it also leads to other racial disparities, particularly in the realms of wealth, education, 
and health and well-being. Because of the serious nature of the disparities, the lack of access to 
parks and recreation provisions has been characterized as a social and environmental injustice in 
racially marginalized communities. As such, this chapter will include discussion of the 
Environmental Justice Paradigm (EJP) which served as the study’s theoretical framework. The 
framework differs from other environmental paradigms as it critically assesses the relationship of 
racially marginalized people with the environment (Taylor, 2002). It has posited that while non-
Hispanic Whites have been historically allowed to enjoy natural settings for relaxation and 
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leisure, various racially marginalized communities have not been afforded similar opportunities. 
Additionally, the EJP encompasses the ideals of the Environmental Justice Movement, where 
racially marginalized residents took action against environmental injustices in their communities. 
Accordingly, this chapter further delineated some of the ways communities have taken action to 
increase access to parks and recreation provisions in their neighborhoods by mobilizing the non-
profit sector.   
Historical Antecedents for Lack of Access in Racially Marginalized Communities 
On a national level, racial segregation has been prominent throughout history as 
evidenced by the cases of American Indian reservations, Chinatowns, and Japanese internment 
camps (Howenstine, 1996; Roseman, Laux, & Thiem, 1996). Ghettos, slums, and barrios have 
also been associated with people of color, and in many cases, they mark the undesirable parts of 
a community where some “city residents go [at] great lengths to avoid living, working, or even 
driving through” (Jargowsky, 1997, p. 1). According to various scholars, race has played an 
instrumental role in the spatial segregation witnessed across the United States (e.g., Acevedo-
Garcia & Lochner, 2003; Galster, 1988; Massey & Denton, 1998). Such segregation has been 
pronounced due to a variety of reasons. In this section, institutional practices, White flight and 
urban sprawl, gentrification, and racist attitudes toward integration will be considered.  
Institutional policies. Racial segregation has been perpetuated due to various policies, 
programs, and sentiments in public ideology. Most of the early housing policies and programs 
stemmed from private corporations, as well as local and state-governments (Landis & McClure, 
2010). The actions of these entities often influenced how racial segregation was perceived on a 
national-level. For instance, in 1910, Baltimore, Maryland, set the precedent for the racial 
segregation of communities across the country as they enacted an ordinance that created separate 
neighborhoods for White and Black residents (Rice, 1968). Mayor J. Barry Mahool helped enact 
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the ordinance as a way to preserve peace and prevent tension between the two groups (Power, 
1983). Tension was evident particularly when Black individuals moved into White 
neighborhoods. Baltimore’s ordinance spurred the enactment of similar ordinances across the 
country.  
Seven years later, the 1917 Supreme Case of Buchanan v. Warley outlawed racial 
segregation on behalf of state governments (Rice, 1968; Power, 1983); however, other national, 
state, and local policies continued to work against the goal of racially integrating communities. 
For instance, racial residential segregation was reinforced by the 1926 U.S. Supreme Court 
decision in the case of Corrigan vs. Buckley, which allowed racially restrictive covenants that 
banned “the purchase, lease, or occupation of a piece of property” by people of color (The Fair 
Housing Center of Greater Boston, 2011a, para. 3). Neighborhoods, real estate agents, and 
homeowner associations commonly utilized such treaties to maintain a White homogenous 
population in a community (Maher, 2005; LaCour-Little, 1999; Lipsitz, 1999).  
During the 1930s, many Americans encountered challenges in financing their homes 
given the negative impacts the Great Depression had on family incomes. This led to the 1934 
National Housing Act, which was responsible for the creation of the Federal Housing 
Administration (FHA) that provided long-term, low-interest loans with fixed payments. The 
FHA “played a significant role in the legalization and institutionalization of racism and 
segregation” as their resources were steered toward mostly non-Hispanic White community 
members, living outside of the inner-cities (The Fair Housing Center of Greater Boston, 2011b, 
para. 1). This occurred through the usage of redlining, which is defined as the denial of mortgage 
loans or the offering of such loans at “uneven conditions (high interest rates, short funding 
periods, the requirement of high downpayments)” (Aalbers, 2006, p. 1065; also see Galster, 
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1992; LaCour-Little, 1999; Morland & Wing, 2007; NEJAC, 2006; Wilson, 2009). Credit 
decisions were based on criteria related to the borrower or property, and often racially 
marginalized groups were deemed as risky borrowers (Hillier, 2003). The FHA also utilized 
racist restrictions and openly provided suggestions to landlords and appraisers when dealing with 
people of color. The agency warned that racially integrating a neighborhood could result in 
decreased property values. The only exceptions to this segregated living environment were the 
domestic servants who lived with their employers in non-Hispanic White neighborhoods.  
During the next few decades, several policies and programs attempted to further 
discourage racial segregation. For instance, the 1948 case of Shelley v. Kraemer declared the 
enforcement of racially restrictive covenants unconstitutional (LaCour-Little, 1999; Maher, 
2005, The Fair Housing Center of Greater Boston, 2011c). Unfortunately, this law did not repair 
the effects of residential segregation as neighborhood associations and home owners continued to 
informally exclude racially marginalized group members from living in their neighborhoods 
(LaCour-Little, 1999; Maher, 2005; Massey & Denton, 1998; Turner et al., 2012). According to 
LaCour-Little (1999), realtors often saw themselves as the gatekeepers of White neighborhoods. 
Neighborhood association policies, such as the banning of hanging laundry outside, limiting 
family size and/or requiring the ownership of certain expensive household items (e.g. dryers), 
appeared non-racial on the surface but negatively impacted people of color who have been 
known to have larger families and/or are of lower socioeconomic status. 
During the 1960s, the United States underwent the Civil Rights Era which brought much 
attention toward the racial inequality and tension in America. During this time period, the 
country experienced various riots in African American communities. Consequently, in 1967 
President Lyndon B. Johnson established the National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders, 
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also known as the U.S. Kerner Commission, to investigate the causes of the riots in Newark, 
Detroit, and New Brunswick and recommend strategies to prevent future disorder. Rioters in 
these cities mentioned various grievances and inadequate housing was among the top three. In 
regards to housing, the Kerner Commission warned that the United States was headed “toward 
two societies, one black, one white-separate and unequal” (p. 1) as Whites were isolated from the 
Black neighborhoods. The report also concluded that segregation negatively impacted 
communities of color as residents were situated in poorer neighborhoods. Housing was generally 
more expensive for Black residents, and the lack of subsidized federal housing units contributed 
to the inability of accessing affordable housing. Housing units were also more likely to be 
overcrowded in the three communities being studied. In regards to the causes of segregation, the 
Commission implicated non-Hispanic Whites; they mentioned that “White society is deeply 
implicated in the ghetto. White institutions created it, white institutions maintain it, and white 
society condones it” (p. 1). 
Further, agencies such as the FHA, continued utilizing the historical redlining practices 
which became more prevalent during the 1960s and 70s. However, policies such as the Fair 
Housing Act of 1968 attempted to combat racial residential segregation by outlawing the 
“discrimination in the sale, rental, and financing of dwellings” based on various attributes 
including “race, color, and national origin” (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, 2015, para. 1). The practice of redlining was formally outlawed in the late 1970s 
and policies such as the Community Reinvestment Act of 1977 attempted to help low-income, 
residents of color gain access to needed housing services by “monitoring the level of lending, 
investments, and services in low- and moderate-income neighborhoods traditionally underserved 
by lending institutions” (National Community Reinvestment Coalition, 2015; para. 1).  
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Nevertheless, the historical practices of segregation have greatly contributed to current racial 
residential segregation patterns in many cities across the U.S. 
Scholars such as LaCour-Little (1999) noted that people of color were twice as likely to 
be denied mortgage loans as their non-Hispanic Whites counterparts. Finally, Glick (2008) stated 
that Black and Latino households were often the victims of subprime lending, with homeowners 
likely to be charged higher interest rates with higher penalties. In 2013, the U. S. Justice 
Department filed a lawsuit against the Housing Authority in Ruston, LA. The Justice Department 
stated that the Housing Authority had “engaged in a pattern or practice of discrimination against 
African-American tenants, in violation of the federal Fair Housing Act” (para. 1) as they 
assigned tenants to housing units “based on race, rather than in order of their placement on the 
Ruston Housing Authority’s waiting list” (para. 2). Additionally, the 2014 case of the Justice 
Department versus John and Mary Ruth demonstrated how the landlords, John and Mary Ruth, 
were engaged in discrimination against families and minorities. Staff testified that they were 
expected to discourage African American families from living in the Ruth’s properties (U.S. 
Department of Justice, 2014; U.S. Government Publishing Office, 2014). Finally, Baltimore’s 
recent riots have highlighted the racial segregation affecting people of color which have 
continued to lead to negative effects (e.g., violence, lower education attainment; Strauss, 2015). 
Consequently, while progress has been made in formally outlawing discriminatory housing 
practices, the segregation of neighborhoods has continued given the legacy of discriminatory 
policies as well as informal discrimination.   
 White flight and urban sprawl. Other factors amplified the effects of racial residential 
segregation. According to Massey and Denton (1998), it was not uncommon for groups such as 
Whites and Blacks to live alongside each other before the 1900s. Blacks were allowed to live in 
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White neighborhoods, particularly in close residence to their employers. However, during the 
1900s, several authors discussed how the increased numbers of minorities in predominately 
White neighborhoods contributed to White flight, or the relocation of Whites to other 
communities (Crowder, 2000; Jargowsky, 2002; Lipsitz, 1999). There were several reasons for 
this, including Whites’ fear of declining neighborhood conditions (Schulz, Williams, Israel, & 
Lempert, 2002) and residents’ preference to live in close proximity with other members of their 
social and racial group (Betancur, 1996; Clark, 1986, 1988, 1989, 1991; Crowder, Pais, & South, 
2012; Farley et al., 1993). According to Farley et al. (1993), Blacks preferred to live in 
neighborhoods with other Blacks, while Whites preferred to live in neighborhoods with very few 
Blacks, if any at all. James (1994) further noted that there was a high likelihood that a White 
population would experience declines in a neighborhood if an African American neighborhood 
was in the proximity of five miles (James, 1994). The racial integration that occurred within the 
school systems and public housing sector during the 1960s also helped propel White flight, 
especially if the resources (e.g., public schools, housing) in other neighborhoods were readily 
available (Clark, 1987, 1988). Redlining in the housing market also contributed to the exodus of 
non-Hispanic Whites to places such as the suburbs as Whites were able to acquire federal loans, 
while groups of color remained segregated in inner-cities (Wilson, 2009). This practice often 
times reinforced the pattern of racial residential segregation as neighborhoods left behind 
remained majority-minority areas (Crowder, 2000).  
Urban sprawl enabled White flight to occur which led to spatial segregation. The FHA 
was involved in constructing new homes in the suburbs (Morland & Wing, 2007). This, along 
with the lower loan rates and down payments necessary, propelled the exodus of Whites to the 
suburbs (Jargowsky, 2002). Funding for highways, public services, retail businesses, and other 
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infrastructure soon followed the White suburbanites, while the resources in the inner-city 
neighborhoods declined (Morland & Wing, 2007; NEJAC, 2006; Savitch, 2003). During the 
1970s, various cities across the country witnessed their manufacturing sector migrate to the other 
countries or to the suburbs (e.g., Schulz et al., 2002; Wilson, 2009). This, in effect, relocated 
jobs, investment capital, and other necessary resources from the urban city to the suburbs 
(Bullard, 2007; Jargowsky, 2002; McDonald, 2009).  
In the City of Chicago, Wilson (2009) discussed the relocation of manufacturing jobs 
from the inner city to other countries where worker wages were lower than the United States. 
Some manufacturing jobs were also relocated to the suburbs, which created a transportation 
problem for low-income, racially marginalized communities who could not afford to relocate. 
Additionally, many new highways were built through or near racially marginalized communities, 
which transformed them into undesirable places to live (Bullard & Johnson, 2000; McDonald, 
2009). This also physically isolated these communities from the greater community (McDonald, 
2009). This helped link the suburbs with a “white identity” “by helping destroy ethnically 
specific European-American urban inner-city neighborhoods” (Lipsitz, 1995, p. 373). The 
communities left behind by Whites were later occupied by other minority groups, including 
Latinos who developed enclaves (Maher, 2005).  
The latest research has discussed the migration of racially marginalized groups the 
suburbs, which were linked with mostly non-Hispanic White residents (e.g., Frey, 2003). 
Settlement to the suburbs occurred for various reasons, including the wide disparities in available 
housing, cost of living, and discrimination (Frey, 2003). In Maher’s (2005) study, various 
suburbs near Los Angeles were established during the White flight period. However, the author 
discussed that the White flight communities that were established were being rescinded as the 
 21 
 
“current labor market [could not] operate within a core-periphery model of segregation” (p. 781). 
This led to the importation of Latino workers to the suburbs to work for White households as 
housekeepers, maintenance workers, and gardeners. Some of the workers lived with their White 
employers, while others lived in close-proximity in Latino enclaves. However, even in these 
cases, White residents being interviewed expressed anxiety and fear of such shifts in racial 
composition. In some suburbs experiencing large increases in minority populations, there has 
been an outward migration of the Whites residents (Frey, 2003). Frey (2003) attributed Whites’ 
relocation to economic opportunities and better amenities instead of racial issues. This relocation 
in search of better amenities has spurred gentrification in some communities.  
Gentrification. Another challenge facing some racially marginalized communities and 
contributing to spatial segregation are the zoning practices that lead to gentrification (Betancur, 
1996; Dubin, 1993; Glick, 2008; McDonald, 2009). Gentrification involves the renewal of 
neighborhoods where higher-grade residential areas are situated in low-income communities, 
which may include a large proportion of racially marginalized residents (Dubin, 1993; Glick, 
20008; Lees, Slater, & Wyly, 2008). The renewal of a neighborhood places needed services, 
resources, and employment in communities that have been marginalized for years. In the leisure 
field, the types of services and resources placed in low-income communities include sport 
stadiums and tourist sites, which may attract further businesses (i.e., restaurants; see Lees et al., 
2008; McDonald, 2009). Other services may include cleanups and renewal of contaminated sites 
(NEJAC, 2006). Government officials and private-business owners attest that community 
renewal is necessary to increase local funding and infuse financial capital back into the urban 
core (Lees et al., 2008; McDonald, 2009). Residents receiving these services may personally 
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experience increased property values and other benefits at the beginning, but with time residents 
are negatively impacted due to the rising costs of living in their neighborhood.  
For instance, Dubin (1993) stated that people of color are often not the ones who benefit 
from these increased amenities. Glick’s (2008) study on gentrification’s effect on home equity in 
several U.S. metropolitan areas revealed that Black and Latino households experienced an 
increase in “median levels of home equity” (p. 287). However, within a few years, Black and 
Latino residents tended to migrate to other neighborhoods due to various reasons, with the 
increased cost of housing being one of the major challenges (Dubin, 1993; NEJAC, 2006). 
Accordingly, Betancur (1996) discussed the gentrification in Chicago, IL, which displaced 
Puerto Ricans from their neighborhoods. The development of new homes in this case attracted 
middle-income Whites, whereas Puerto Ricans who could not afford the increased rental fees 
relocated to other neighborhoods.  
On many occasions the practices of neighborhood renewal has displaced community 
members from their homes. For instance, during a social justice forum sponsored on the 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign campus, it was stated that the City of Champaign 
utilized eminent domain on African American homes that were situated in poor and crime-ridden 
neighborhoods. Community members were outraged as they saw their neighbors being forced 
out due to new economic development. Similarly, Carpenter and Ross (2009) discussed the 
Supreme Court’s 2005 decision in support of eminent domain for the economic development by 
private businesses. Carpenter and Ross discovered that eminent domain negatively impacted 
communities of color more so than non-White communities as predicted by Supreme Judges 
O’Connor and Thomas.  
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On occasions when people of color are displaced from the inner-city core, government 
officials have provided vouchers for housing units in nearby neighborhoods or the surrounding 
suburbs (e.g., Wilson, 2009). Although some have discussed the positives of providing this 
approach, there may be problems in accessing public housing units. Dubin (1993) stated that the 
“obstacles are sometimes compounded by the efforts of the new residents or "gentry" who, in the 
name of integration, obstruct the development of new subsidized housing which could permit 
displaced residents to resettle in their old neighborhoods” (p. 769). Additionally, racially 
marginalized groups may find a pushback from relocating to other neighborhoods. Clearly, this 
forceful relocation can be traumatic experiences for families, and residents may also lose 
important community culture (NEJAC, 2006). According to the NEJAC’s (2006) report, 
gentrification and its negatives effects in communities of color were simply “unintended impacts 
of well-intended and otherwise beneficial programs” (p. 2). Despite the unintentionality, the 
effects caused real adverse impacts in people of color and further served to displace them from 
needed resources.   
Racist attitudes and residents’ preferences. Another contributing factor into spatial 
segregation is that of racist attitudes and residents’ preferences (Acevedo-Garcia & Lochner, 
2003; Betancur, 1996; DeSena, 1994; Clark, 1988; Farley et al., 1993). As stated in the previous 
sections, some racially marginalized groups were unable to access loans and credit for home 
ownership or apartment rentals, while some non-Hispanics Whites were able to access such 
resources to migrate to the places with limited minority populations. Biles (1998) further 
discovered that home owners were more likely to charge people of color a higher price for 
housing compared to non-Hispanic Whites as a way to discourage relocation into the 
neighborhood. Several authors such as Yinger (1986, 1991) noted that housing agents were able 
 24 
 
to accommodate White residents’ racial prejudice. For instance, Galster (1992) stated that people 
of color had a 50% chance of being discriminated when working with real estate agents, and the 
occurrence of this discrimination had been stable up to the 1990s. Turner and colleagues’ (2012) 
recent study showed that racial and ethnic minorities were just as likely as non-Hispanic Whites 
to get an appointment with real estate agents and/or rental property owners. However, non-
Hispanic Whites were more likely to receive information about additional housing units available 
when compared to Black and Asian renters and homebuyers. In the case of Black and Asian 
renters and/or homebuyers, they were shown significantly less housing units. 
According to James (1994), some racially marginalized groups were more likely to be of 
lower socioeconomic status, and that has impacted racial integration because people of color who 
live in poverty are unlikely to be able to afford housing in wealthier, White neighborhoods. 
Conversely, wealthier Whites are not likely to want to live in the high-poverty neighborhoods, 
particularly those with higher instances of crime. Other scholars even provided justifications as 
to why it would be feasible from an economic standpoint for landlords to refuse housing to 
racially marginalized groups (e.g., Clark, 1988). In the case of African American families, Clark 
(1988) argued that African American families were generally larger than non-Hispanic White 
families, which resulted in more property damage. Additionally, African American households 
generally have female-headed households, with Black females receiving less steady income 
because of their gender. On the surface level, this became a convenient justification to turn away 
people of color from the housing market without considering the labor market discrimination 
such populations face. Racially marginalized groups’ inability to allocate the necessary resources 
(i.e., loans, credit) for housing further enabled stereotypes that such populations were 
undeserving of the resources (Galster, 1992; James, 1994). 
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Additional research has discussed how feelings of fear and disgust toward racially 
marginalized neighborhoods have enabled the racialization of certain neighborhoods and the 
negative stereotypes of racially marginalized groups (Hostetter, 2007, 2010). For instance, 
Hostetter (2007, 2010) specifically discussed the numerous governmental documents, 
photographs, and news articles that portrayed African American neighborhoods, particularly 
public housing units, as dirty and crime ridden. Through the Hope VI government program, such 
neighborhoods were revamped though means of demolition, as it was necessary to cleanse “the 
worse public housing from the landscape of America” (Hostetter, 2010, p. 292). In contrast, new 
homes were built using a more traditional architectural design, which mostly attracted White, 
wealthy residents. Similarly, Hankins et al. (2012) discussed that the racialization of a nightclub 
in Atlanta, GA, which was portrayed as “problematic and in need of reigning in” (p. 380). White 
participants used descriptors such as dirty, ugly, and violent to describe the nightclub. The 
nightclub was eventually replaced with luxury shopping.    
Given the ample discrimination faced in the housing sector, it was not surprising to see 
accounts of people of color wanting to live with others of their own social group. For instance, 
King and Mieszkowski (1973) discovered that Blacks were willing to pay higher rates to lives in 
poor neighborhood conditions alongside other Blacks than to live in racially mixed 
neighborhoods with better housing. One possible explanation for people of color choosing to live 
in neighborhoods with other members of their social group may be to avoid feeling unwelcome 
and excluded in predominately White neighborhoods (Ihlanfeldt & Scafidi, 2002; James, 1994). 
James (1994) quoted an African American, educated professional who stated the following as to 
why he chose to live in a mostly Black neighborhood:  
 26 
 
I think that integration of black folds in the 60s was one of the biggest cons in the world. 
I was called a nigger the first week there [at Storrs] and held by the police until this white 
girl told them I hadn't attacked her. You want to call me a separatist, so be it. I think of 
myself as a pragmatist. Why should I beg some cracker to integrate me into his society 
when he doesn't want to? (p. 426) 
As this example illuminated, middle-income Blacks were not protected from harassment and 
discrimination by their White neighbors because of their class status.  
Additionally, in the case of immigrants, they may relocate to areas in close proximity to 
family and friends (Howenstine, 1996; Roseman et al., 1996). As this initial settlement grows, an 
ethnic enclave is formed. Migrating to ethnic enclaves or neighborhoods with more members of 
their social group may ease individual’s transition into the United States. According to de 
Lourdes Villar (1992), personal bonds may serve to mitigate the challenges caused by 
“geographic displacement and possibly socio-cultural displacement” and may “reduce the costs 
and risks of migrating” (p. 387). In the case of undocumented migrants, social networks are of 
even more importance as these ties provide access to documents that enable employment as well 
as protect migrants from officials such as police and immigration personnel. 
Further, ethnic enclaves may have bilingual services in the community along with 
neighborhood organizations which may help immigrants with opportunities related to 
employment, education, banking, housing, and immigration (e.g., Engstrom & Piedra, 2006; 
Fischer 1975, 1982; Howenstine, 1996; Roseman et al., 1996). For instance, Cohen (1990) 
discussed how immigrants during the 1920s frequented shops owned by individuals from their 
own ethnic group. This enabled more informed decisions about purchases as they were able to 
understand product information in their native tongue. Some ethnic groups may also find 
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themselves in charge of recruitment and supply networks in certain areas or industrial sectors 
after migration (de Lourdes Villar, 1992), which block the hiring of other ethnic groups in such 
places of employment. In such cases, workers received low wages and experienced 
unsatisfactory working conditions, but they still received desired work training. Howenstine 
(1996) warned, however, that although enclaves may offer many services for group members, 
this does “not necessarily mean progress for an ethnic group” (p. 33) as such neighborhoods may 
still experience high rates of poverty and poor housing conditions.    
Segregation Contributes to Racial Inequalities 
Across the United States, residential segregation has led to the perpetuation of racial 
inequalities. As the previous section demonstrated, discrimination has allowed for the 
displacement of racially marginalized group member to undesirable parts of the community, 
particularly inferior housing and neighborhoods (e.g., Acevedo-Garcia & Lochner; 2003; Dubin, 
1993; Galster, 1992; Jargowsky, 1997; Massey & Shibuya, 1995; McDonald, 2009). The 
displacement of racially minorities into undesirable and often times segregated neighborhoods 
has also led to social and environmental injustices as such communities are at risk for having 
environmental toxins as well as a lack access to community resources (i.e., park provisions, 
health care) (e.g., Byrne et al., 2009; Edwards et al., 2011; Pulido, 2000; Taylor et al., 2007; 
Wolch et al., 2005). This section explored how segregation contributes to racial inequalities in 
the realm of education and wealth as well as health and well-being.  
Education and wealth. Several scholars have discussed how confining racially 
marginalized groups to inferior neighborhoods may have a negative impact on wealth 
accumulation as these neighborhoods typically contain strict policing, labor market 
discrimination, and high-poverty schools with lower resources (Acevedo- Garcia & Lochner, 
2003; Galster, 1992; Jargowsky, 1997, 2002; LaCour-Little, 1999; Reskin, 2012; Wilson, 2009). 
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In the case of educational opportunities, schools are often funded by local property taxes, which 
in some cases have led to schools in poor neighborhoods having less access to better funded 
schools (James, 1994). A lower quality education may hinder access into the labor markets 
(James, 1994), and in the case of some immigrant Latinos, may even impede the assimilation 
process by hindering the formation of necessary skills (i.e., proficiency in English; Engstrom & 
Piedra, 2006). Underfunded schools often have higher dropout rates, and such students will often 
be placed in low-paying jobs (Galster, 1992). This will lead to an inability to accumulate wealth, 
and can reinforce segregation as some individuals cannot afford to relocate, or it decreases 
intergenerational transfers as people of color are unable to own a home (LaCour-Little, 
1999).Conversely, affluent White communities have better access to employment as well as 
public services (e.g., schools), amenities, and housing (Lipsitz, 2007, 2011). 
Additionally, in some cases, racially marginalized communities are provided with public 
housing units to ensure adequate living conditions. However, establishing a public housing unit 
in a community of color may serve to further concentrate poverty in the community. For 
instance, establishing a public housing unit during the 1950s within a mile from a Black 
neighborhood led to the subsequent increase in poverty rates to 51.3% by 1980. However, 
establishing a public housing unit during the 1950s within a mile from a White neighborhood 
only led to the subsequent increase in poverty rates to 31.4% by 1980 (James, 1994). According 
to James (1994), segregation further concentrates poverty, and in many cases, poverty is linked 
with neighborhood dysfunctions and pathologies, including violent crimes, drug use, and welfare 
dependence. This may lead to disinvestment in the community. For instance, Klinenberg’s 
(2002) study found that the African American neighborhood of North Lawndale in Chicago had 
higher incidences of abandoned buildings, abandoned open spaces, and degraded infrastructure. 
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Such characteristics in a neighborhood may lead to violence in a community (Frumkin, 2005; 
Kelling & Wilson, 1982). North Lawndale also experienced commercial depletion, meaning that 
many businesses (i.e., grocery stores, banks) were not found in the area.  
Conversely, racialized neighborhoods and some ethnic enclaves have shown to facilitate 
upward social mobility. According to Engstrom and Piedra (2006), immigrants may experience 
social exclusion in the U.S.; however, ethnic enclaves may offset the effects of exclusion by 
providing newly-arrived immigrants with resources to navigate the system in the United States. 
For instance, members of the enclave may provide new immigrants with jobs or information on 
the best way to find employment. However, according to Galster (1992), segregation limits the 
information people of color receive about better-paying jobs.  
Health and well-being. Spatial segregation has damaging consequences on the health 
and well-being of racially marginalized groups. According to Logan (2003), “The housing 
market and discrimination sort people into different neighborhoods, which in turn shape 
residents’ lives—and deaths. Bluntly put, some neighbourhoods are likely to kill you” (p. 33). As 
recognized by Logan and other scholars, not all communities share an equal share of resources, 
protection, or political clout, which in effect may have negative impacts on health and well-being 
(Bullard, 1994, 1999; Taylor et al., 2007). According to Schulz and colleagues (2002), 
residential segregation affects health disparities by (1) limiting access to necessary resources that 
promote good health, and (2) prompting negative health outcomes.  
Limiting access to necessary resources. Bullard (2000) discussed that land-use zoning 
policies have contributed to segregation while placing people of color in undesirable areas of the 
community, while non-Hispanic Whites are situated in areas with more community benefits. 
Such community benefits may include access to well-maintained parks, fresh food, and health 
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care. According to various scholars, the built environment may be conducive to physical activity, 
which is needed to maintain good health (Bedimo-Rung et al., 2005; Cohen et al., 2007; 
Frumkin, 2005; Joassart-Marcelli, 2010). For instance, several scholars have found that 
individuals living near parks were more likely to exercise (Kaczynski, Potwarka, Smale, & 
Havitz, 2009; Mora, 2012). However, some racially marginalized communities may lack access 
to community-based parks (e.g., Henderson & Ainsworth, 2000; Powell, Slater, & Chaloupka, 
2004; Richter, Wilcox, Greaney, Henderson, & Ainsworth, 2002). In cases where racially 
marginalized neighborhoods do have access to community-based parks and recreation 
provisions, neighborhoods are often unsafe, “less comfortable, and less pleasurable for outdoor 
physical activity, and have less favorable social processes” (Franzini et al., 2010, p. 267; also see 
Stodolska & Shinew, 2010; Stodolska et al., 2011). When the built environment is not conducive 
to physical activity, various health ailments may occur including obesity and cardiovascular 
diseases (CDC, 1999; Edwards et al., 2011).    
 In addition to limited access to parks that are conducive to physical activity, people of 
color are situated in food deserts, where fresh food is limited (e.g., Bullard et al., 2014; Frumkin, 
2005; Morland & Wing, 2007). For instance, Morland and Wing (2007) discussed that racially 
marginalized neighborhoods had “few food stores” yet “more liquor stores” (p. 173; also see 
LaVeist & Wallace, 2000). The authors also noted that supermarkets are mostly located in the 
suburbs instead of the inner-core composed of people of color. Morland, Wing, Diez-Roux, and 
Poole (2002) also discovered that Black neighborhoods were less likely to have a supermarket 
versus their non-Hispanic White counterparts. The authors stated that those Black neighborhoods 
with access to supermarkets were more likely to meet dietary recommendation versus Black 
neighborhoods without access to supermarkets.   
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Prompting negative health outcomes. In the documentary series, Unnatural Causes: Is 
inequality making us sick, several episodes discussed the negative impacts racially marginalized 
neighborhoods had on health (California Newsreel, 2008). For instance, it was stated that Native 
American communities, particularly those on reservations, had higher rates of diabetes. Although 
the blame was primarily placed on the diabetics as they appeared to engage in little to no 
exercise and had an unhealthy diet, government officials failed to discuss the government’s role 
in the diabetes. The U.S. government had been administering food to these reservations, and the 
food consisted of lard, chips, and other high fat foods. Additionally, various studies have 
demonstrated how contaminated landscapes and/or factories were situated near racially 
marginalized neighborhoods, which contributed to negative health impacts in residents. For 
instance, residents were situated next to polluted air, water, and land (e.g., Bullard & Johnson, 
2000; Taylor et al., 2007). This has often led to “higher risks of emphysema, chronic bronchitis, 
and other chronic pulmonary diseases” (Bullard & Johnson, 2000, p. 6). Racially segregated 
communities may also experience higher mortality rates (e.g., Schulz et al., 2002). Additionally, 
racially segregated communities have suffered from emotional toil; particularly, some residents 
have reported feeling depressed in cases where gentrification displaced them from their 
community.   
Consequently, the displacement of racially minorities into undesirable, and often 
segregated neighborhoods may lead to social and environmental injustices as racial disparities in 
the realm of wealth, education, and health and well-being may be aggravated between minority 
members and non-Hispanic Whites. Unable to acquire the necessary resources, communities of 
color may be negatively stereotyped as undeserving of resources, which further creates a cycle of 
disinvestment in the community. Without necessary resources (e.g., schools, green spaces, 
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employment), it becomes more challenging for a community to thrive. The next section of the 
chapter considers those minority communities which have been at greater risk for having 
environmental toxins as well as a lack access to community-based parks and recreation 
provisions (e.g., Byrne et al., 2009; Edwards et al., 2011; Pulido, 2000; Taylor et al., 2007; 
Wolch, Wilson, & Fehrenbach, 2005). Emphasis is placed on the Environmental Justice 
Paradigm to note the environmental injustices in many communities of color as well as the action 
taken against these injustices.  
Theoretical Framework 
During the 1960s and 70s, various social movements (e.g., Anti-war; Civil Rights) 
developed in response to the racial inequalities including those caused by residential segregation 
(Ness, 2004). The Environmental Justice Movement, in particular, took place in racially 
marginalized communities starting in the 1970s. The Environmental Justice Paradigm (EJP), 
which encompasses the ideals of the movement, served as the theoretical framework guiding this 
research study. The EJP takes in consideration environmental racism, environmental inequality, 
and social justice, and it draws upon a Civil Rights discourse when addressing the oppression of 
people of color (Floyd & Johnson, 2002; Taylor, 2002). This paradigm has been primarily used 
when investigating the placement of minority communities next to polluted areas, but more 
recently it has been used to examine the placement of non-Hispanic White communities in 
amenity-rich neighborhoods (e.g., Byrne et al., 2009; Floyd & Johnson, 2002). This paradigm 
was used because it provided a holistic approach to address the practices that have limited 
racially marginalized communities from having access to adequate natural areas; the public-
private partnerships arising to meet the needs of people of color; and the community 
empowerment that affects residents involved in environmental justice movements (Bullard & 
Johnson, 2000).  
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Although the Environmental Justice Movement (EJM) occurring in racially marginalized 
communities is attributed to the 1970s, other historical events, such as preservation and 
conservation movement, led up to this contemporary movement. These historical movements are 
discussed first, followed by an explanation of the contemporary EJM in the race and ethnicity 
literature. Finally, a discussion on the empowerment of racially marginalized communities was 
included as well as how the EJM disrupts oppressive power structures.   
Historical Antecedents of the Environmental Justice Movement 
For early American Indians, the wilderness offered food, shelter, and a means of barter. 
However, by other early civilizations, natural areas were treated with disdain. For instance, Nash 
(2001) noted that the wilderness and natural areas were regarded with fear and hatred as they 
represented temptation and punishment from a biblical standpoint. According to Nash (2001), 
“The story of the Garden [Eden] and its loss embedded into Western thought the idea that 
wilderness and paradise were both physical and spiritual opposites” (p. 15). The story of the 
garden was that of Adam and Eve, where Eve succumbed to temptation. Additionally, other 
biblical stories, such as the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah and the Israelite’s 40 years in 
the desert, also portrayed natural settings as punishment.  
Romanticism and Transcendentalism. With rapid urbanization across the country, the 
natural settings soon began to deplete. By the mid-1800s, the nation was beginning to be aware 
that they had lost some of their wildland to the construction of cities and homes. The increased 
urbanization across the country soon gave way to the idea that one could escape to nature for 
some solitude and peace from the city (Nash, 2001). The gains in the study of astronomy and 
physics during this time period also cast the natural world in a positive light. It further reinforced 
the notion that nature had an Almighty Creator (Nash, 2001). Natural areas were described in 
positive terms throughout this period, which was dramatically different from original depictions 
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of nature as inherently places of temptation or places to conquer for continued civilization. The 
Romanticism Period also sprang in the latter 18th century and mid-19th century, which was 
characterized mostly by the focus on human emotions and feelings which were incorporated into 
the writing at the time. This change in prose continued to link the wilderness with the sacred. 
During the mid-1800s, Transcendentalism also became popular, and it, too, connected natural 
areas with the sacred. According to some writers, it was by spending time in nature that an 
individual could become closer to Almighty Creator (Nash, 2001). Writers such as Henry David 
Thoreau and Ralph Waldo Emerson were some of the major proponents of Transcendentalism.    
Preservation and conservation movements. The shift toward romanticizing nature 
made way for a preservation movement, one which was focused on preserving some of the 
remaining natural areas before they succumbed to deforestation or urbanization (Nash, 2001). 
Henry David Thoreau was one of the first to publically advocate for the preservation of natural 
settings. However, others such as George Perkins Marsh also believed that natural settings 
should be protected as they provided the necessary items for human survival, such as water, air, 
and wood. Marsh primarily focused on the economic and utilitarian benefits of such 
preservation, including limiting the instances of droughts, flooding, erosion, and so forth. Others, 
such as Frederick Law Olmstead, focused on the health benefits of being in nature.     
 It became clear that the preservation of natural settings would need government 
intervention if it were to succeed. In 1872, the government designated Yellowstone National 
Park as a nationally designated site, but according to Nash (2001), this was not done because the 
government was concerned with the preservation of natural areas. Rather, Yellowstone was 
designated to repel private landowners. The government at the time also secured access to the 
water, geysers, and other natural features. Public discourse continued to emphasize that national 
 35 
 
parks could provide escape from the crowded city. The railroads eased transportation to the 
national parks, which provided relief to city dwellers.  
 According to Nash (2001), during that time period, nature needed someone who would 
advocate for its protection. John Muir became known as one of America’s preservationists, who 
was interested in preserving nature for its inherent value so future generations could benefit 
(Dunlap & Mertig, 1991; Johnson & Frickel, 2011; Nash, 2001). Muir was also one of the first 
presidents of the Sierra Club in the late 1800s. The preservationist ideals later influenced 
organizations such as the National Park Services, whose mission is to preserve nature for the 
benefit of future generations.   
However, a different perspective also began during Muir’s time. The conservationists 
were also interested in the protecting nature; however, they believed that nature should be 
protected for its utilitarian usage (Dunlap & Mertig, 1991; Johnson & Frickel, 2011; Nash, 
2001). The conservationist ideals later influenced organizations such as the Forest Services, 
whose mission is to implement a multi-use management plan in order to serve the needs of 
citizens. According to Johnson and Frickel (2011), the conservationist camp played a more 
prominent role in the political arena during the 1930s to 60s.     
 Although the two differed in ideology, they have been linked to various establishments of 
national parks and federal agencies managing such land (McCloskey, 1965). However, by the 
mid-1960s and 1970s, the preservation-conservation debate shifted and found itself “being 
swallowed up into a larger and newer movement-an environmental one” (McCloskey, 1972, p. 
351; Johnson & Frickel, 2011). The release of Rachel Carson’s book, Silent Spring, called 
attention toward the use of pesticides and the negative impact it had on the wildlife, particularly 
birds (Albrecht, 1972; Freudenberg & Steinsapir, 1991; Frumkin, 2005). The mass media also 
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played an instrumental role in educating the public about environmental issues at the time 
(Albrecht, 1972). Additionally, outdoor recreation put individuals in “direct contact with 
environmental degradation and heightened their commitment to preservation,” which further 
enabled the environment movement (Dunlap & Mertig, 1991, p. 210-211). Scholars also stated 
that the Civil Rights Movement and Anti-War movements helped shape the environmental 
movement at the time by providing new strategies to enact social change (Albrecht, 1972; 
Freudenberg & Steinsapir, 1991).    
Ample research has documented the pollution that occurred due to the factories and 
landfills that took place after World War II (e.g., Freudenberg & Steinsapir, 1991). Climate 
change, smog, and ozone depletion remain areas of concern in recent years (Dunlap, Van Liere, 
& Jones, 2000). Today, organizations such as the Sierra Club remain active and work to educate 
the public about current environmental issues. Although the mainstream environmental 
grassroots movement and its mainstream green organizations (e.g., Sierra Club) have been 
instrumental in the legislation of green politics, they have been characterized as mostly having 
middle-income White members (Albrecht, 1972; Camacho, 1998; Freudenberg & Steinsapir, 
1991). The mainstream organizations have also been criticized as being slow in responding and 
branching out to communities of color as well as the working-poor (Camacho, 1998; Truax, 
1990). In some cases, the environmental movement has even led to negative impacts in racially 
marginalized communities. For instance, Gutierrez (2003) stated that the mainstream 
environmental movement led to forced sterilizations of Latino women as the environmental 
public discourse emphasized population control as a way to decrease damage to the environment. 
Being that Latinos were associated with having large families, forced sterilization was seen as 
one of the options to limit the number of children born to Latino women. Additionally, 
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championing for better environmental conditions in minority communities has involved 
challenging the structural inequalities, which the mainstream environmental movements have 
been slow to enact. As such, the next section will detail the EJM which occurred in racially 
marginalized communities across the country.    
Environmental Justice Movement in Racially Marginalized Communities 
Since the 1960s, racially marginalized groups and the working poor have called attention 
toward the negative impacts their communities have endured due to the presence of toxins and 
hazards in their neighborhoods (e.g., Bullard et al., 2014). Research studies throughout this time 
period have confirmed racially marginalized groups’ concerns that they have dealt 
disproportionately with such hazards. This started the movement known as the Environmental 
Justice Movement (EJM). Although the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has identified 
three waves of EJM in their organization and the mainstream environmental movement has four 
waves of EJM, Taylor and colleagues (2007) identified two major waves of the EJM in racially 
marginalized communities as expressed in the scholarly literature. The first wave was 
“concerned with fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people” and “dedicated to 
locally unwanted land uses (e.g., landfills; hazardous waste incinerators; chemical, metal, and oil 
production facilities), lead in homes, and other pollutants” (Taylor et al., 2007, p. S52). The 
second wave of the EJM has mostly focused on issues related to the built environment, access to 
resources, and the quality of parks and recreation provisions.  
First wave of EJM. Throughout the 1960s and 1970s, there was evidence that racially 
marginalized groups were being negatively impacted by toxins and hazardous waste, which had a 
negative impact on health outcomes and general well-being (e.g., Bullard, Johnson, King, & 
Torres, 2014; DeLuca & Demo, 2001). A study conducted by the United States Public Health 
Services found that low-income children living in the slums were more likely to be lead 
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poisoned. Bullard and others (2014) clarified that these children were disproportionately African 
American and Hispanic. Additionally, an annual report by the Presidents’ Council on 
Environmental Quality in the early 1970s found that racial discrimination negatively affected 
communities and impacted the quality of their environment.  
Racially marginalized groups and the working poor protested the hazardous conditions 
(Bullard, 1994; Bullard & Johnson, 2000; DeLuca & Demo, 2011). For instance, in the early 
1980s, Warren County residents along with organizations such as the National Association for 
the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) protested the PCB landfills which were situated 
in their neighborhoods (Barnett, 2001; Bullard & Johnson, 2000; Bullard et al., 2014). This 
eventually resulted in a report conducted by the U.S. General Accounting Office (1983), which 
discovered that African Americans were more likely to have hazardous landfills near their 
neighborhoods in several southern states. Bullard (1983, 1990) further documented African 
American’s challenges in protesting the sitting of landfills in their middle-income neighborhoods 
in Houston, TX. The placement of the landfills was argued in court in the 1979 Bean v. 
Southwestern Waste Management, Inc., where the residents’ attorney argued that this was a Civil 
Rights violation. In the early 1980s, it became apparent that this was a form of environmental 
racism affecting racially marginalized communities (Barnett, 2001; Bullard et al., 2014; Pulido, 
2000; Taylor et. al, 2007).  
Despite government reports, very few empirical studies documented the disproportionate 
environmental hazards confronting communities of color during the 1970s (Floyd & Johnson, 
2002). A great milestone occurred in 1987 when the United Church of Christ Commission for 
Racial Justice published one of the first studies linking environmental hazards to race (Bullard et. 
al., 2014; Camacho, 1998; Commission for Racial Justice, 1987). Since then various research 
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studies have been conducted to explore the relationship between race and environmental hazards. 
For instance, in 1994 the National Wildlife Federation reviewed 64 studies in regards to 
environmental injustices, and they discovered that race and income were important factors in 
determining the placement of communities near environmental hazards. They concluded that 
race played a greater role than income in such cases (Goldman, 1994). Of course, not all studies 
have confirmed that race plays a role in environmental hazards in communities. Others have 
found that income plays a greater role in the placement of environmental toxins in a community 
(e.g., Bowen, Sailing, Haynes, & Cyran, 1995; Tarrant & Cordell, 1999).  
Another milestone occurred on February 11, 1994, when President Clinton signed 
Executive Order 12898. This legislation required that federal agencies address the 
“disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, 
policies or activities on minority populations” (as cited by Taylor et al., 2007, p. S52). However, 
in the same year, Bullard (1994) noted that inequalities still plagued communities of color. He 
remained skeptical of the governments’ ability to eradicate the environmental injustices, as he 
stated that government organizations such as the EPA were not designed to handle the laws and 
policies that resulted in negative outcomes toward communities of color (also see Bullard 1999; 
Bullard et al., 2014). Accordingly, Cole and Farrell (2006) discovered that environmental laws 
and policies indeed had been ineffective in protecting some communities of color, with some 
courts refusing to ban the placement of environmental hazards unless they showed intent toward 
discriminating against minorities.      
During the first wave of the EJM, scholars also called attention toward the factors leading 
to environmental injustices in communities of color (e.g., Camacho, 1998; Dubin, 1993; Pulido, 
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2000). According to Bullard (1990), land-use zoning was responsible for much of the injustices 
seen throughout the country. Accordingly, the Yale Professor Rabin was quoted as saying,  
Why is it that older black neighborhoods in many American cities are frequently 
interspersed with land-uses…which are intrusive, disruptive, even hazardous, and which 
degrade the residential environment? Is it because blacks were forced into these already 
hostile surroundings by the pressures of segregation? Or have these incompatible 
activities somehow intruded into established black residential neighborhoods isolated by 
segregation? There may well be some examples of blacks moving next to junkyards; but 
my own experience suggests that the junkyard moving into black neighborhoods is the 
more common pattern, and that zoning has played a prominent role in the process. (as 
cited by Dubin, 1993, p. 742) 
Dubin (1993) further stated that the land-use zoning in some communities have made their 
residents more vulnerable to inequalities that affluent White neighborhoods are not necessarily 
confronted with. Although Rabin’s quote did not expand on segregation, Bullard and Wright 
(1992) discussed that the Jim Crow Laws had already placed people of color in vulnerable 
neighborhoods, which were often the “dumping grounds” for the rest of the community. 
Structural inequalities and institutional racism were also responsible for the continued usage of 
communities of color as “dumping grounds” in contemporary society.     
Second wave of the EJM. The second wave of the EJM was concerned with built 
environment, access to resources, and the quality of parks and recreation provisions (Byrne et al., 
2009; Floyd & Johnson, 2002; Frumkin, 2005; Taylor et al., 2007; Wolch et al., 2005). 
Particularly, some scholars, such as Barnett (2001) and Byrne (2007) argued that the EJM has 
heavily stressed the unequal distribution of environmental hazards with little regards for the 
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unequal distribution of environmental benefits to middle-income White communities. This had 
direct links with issues related to White privilege (Bullard & Wright, 1992). For instance, several 
have called attention toward the NIMBY (not in my backyard) movement in White communities, 
which blocked the placement of environmental hazards and toxins in their communities (Bullard, 
1990, 1999; Camacho, 1998; Freudenberg & Steinsapir, 1991). The NIMBY movements allowed 
affluent Whites to enjoy the unequal distribution of environmental benefits at the expense of 
marginalized communities (Bullard, 1999). Additionally, companies which were found at fault 
for releasing toxic chemicals and pollutions were penalized higher in White communities than in 
racially marginalized communities (Bullard, 1999; Camacho, 1998; Cole & Farrell, 2006).   
In the leisure field, the study of environmental and social justice  takes into  consideration 
that affluent Whites are more likely to enjoy park benefits that have been bestowed upon them, 
while communities of color are more likely to lack access to parks and recreation provisions 
(Barnett, 2001; Byrne, 2007; Floyd, Taylor, & Whitt-Glover, 2009). In cases where racially 
marginalized communities do have access to parks, they are more likely to have parks that are 
not maintained to the same standards as middle and upper-income Whites (e.g., Blahna & Black, 
1993; Byrne, 2007; Taylor et al., 2007). For instance, in Stodolska & Shinew’s (2010) study, 
Latino residents mentioned the under-maintained parks in their community. This was often 
blamed on the gangs, who destroyed park infrastructure and left park management hesitant 
toward investing in upgrades and repairs.  
Empowerment Stemming from the Environmental Justice Movement  
Municipal government personnel such as architects, city planners and neighborhood 
services coordinators, are often those responsible for ensuring that neighborhoods have adequate 
access to community-based parks and recreation provisions. Although ideally neighborhood 
plans should involve the voices of the community members affected, ultimately local 
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government officials have complete authority in making decisions affecting residents, with or 
without resident input. Communities with larger percentages of minorities or the working-poor 
are sometimes perceived has being less likely to be have residents influence neighborhood 
decisions (e.g., Cohen & Dawson, 1993). Recently, Scott (2013) advised that in order to properly 
address issues of inequality in parks and recreation provisions, public agencies must examine the 
“historical patterns of exclusion and discrimination” (p. 6; also see Byrne, Kendrick, & Sroaf, 
2007). Unfortunately, some personnel and local government officials have historically neglected 
residents’ voices (Scott, 2013). Throughout the EJM, it became apparent that some residents of 
color were disempowered in respect to the decision making affecting their communities (e.g., 
Freudenberg & Steinsapir, 1991, Lavelle & Coyle, 1992).  
According to Kivel (2011), real change in her community began when the community 
members stopped asking city officials, “When will you take care of our problems? When will 
you respond to our needs?” (p. 12). The more appropriate question was “How will we, 
individually and collectively, work together to solve these problems with representatives from 
the city?” (p. 12). Similarly, the local environmental grassroots that arose during the EJM 
brought much needed change to communities of color once they stopped waiting for government 
intervention and began serving their local communities. One of the goals of the EJM was to 
empowerment citizens, both at the individual and community level, which some local grassroots 
organizations ardently worked toward.  
According to Maton (2008), empowerment can be characterized as “a group-based, 
participatory, developmental process through which marginalized or oppressed individuals and 
groups gain greater control over their lives and environment, acquire valued resources and basic 
rights, and achieve important life goals and reduced societal marginalization” (p. 5). According 
 43 
 
to earlier critiques of empowerment, studies related to this construct were mostly focused on 
individual’s perceptions of power which did not correspond to an actual increase in power and 
access to resources (Riger, 1993). Interventions meant to empower residents were typically 
ineffective or only provided short-term successes because they failed to address the larger 
sociopolitical forces affecting residents (Riger, 1993). Fortunately, during the EJM, many 
communities attempted to disrupt the oppressive power structures which were making it easy to 
place environmental toxins in communities of color as well as disinvest in such communities by 
not providing necessary resources. 
 The study of environmental justice implicates the hierarchies of power which favor 
affluent White communities versus communities of color (Bullard, 1999; Camacho, 1998). As 
previously mentioned, it has been noted that racially marginalized communities are the 
“dumping grounds” for the rest of the community, or are often times placed next to contaminated 
and polluted resources. Polluters are often penalized heavily when polluting in affluent White 
communities, but government officials may be more laxed when pollution happens in 
communities of color (Bullard, 1999; Camacho, 1998; Lavelle & Coyle, 1992). Because 
marginalized communities may lack political clout and may offer little resistance to projects 
resulting in environmental degradation, they may be regarded as the path of least resistance 
(Bullard, 1999; Bullard & Johnson, 2000; Johnson & Frickel, 2011). Once the contaminated 
lands or factories are positioned in a community, they are often hard to dismantle. It is not 
surprise then, that grassroots associations, activities, and researchers began adopting the phrases 
“environmental racism” and “environmental inequity” when discussing environmental injustices. 
Scholars such as Bullard (1999) highlighted the importance of empowerment strategies 
that provide communities of color with political clout. The organization of local grassroots 
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associations, first and foremost, provided legal protection for communities of color across the 
country. As stated by Rich and colleagues (1995), “When citizens come together to confront a 
crisis, their collective efforts may influence institutions and processes in which they had no prior 
leverage” (p. 664). This was evident in the 1979 Bean v. Southwestern Waste Management, Inc., 
where it was argued that the placement of the landfills in African American communities was not 
only an environmental injustice; it was a Civil Rights violation. This was the first time that the 
Civil Rights Act was used to protect communities of color from environmental injustices. 
Although arguments have been made that environmental laws and policies have not always 
protected communities of color, having no law may expose marginalized communities to greater 
injustices (e.g., Kennedy, 1997).  
Additionally, local grassroots associations were needed as affluent Whites and 
government officials were slow to enact policies and decisions that favored communities of color 
(Bullard, 1990; Camacho, 1998). Local grassroots associations have been instrumental in not 
only mobilizing political leverage, but also in providing leadership training for advocates and 
community leaders as well as increasing citizens’ education about environmental issues 
(Freudenberg, 1984; Freudenberg & Steinsapir, 1991). An example of increasing education was 
evident through the enactment of the 1986 Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 
(SARA), which included an amendment regarding citizens’ right to know about the chemicals 
emitted in their communities.      
In most cases, the grassroots environmental justice movements have engaged in various 
strategies to place pressure on key stakeholders to alleviate environmental injustices (Barnett, 
2001; Bullard, 1990, 1999; Bullard & Wright, 1992). Residents along with these local grassroots 
associations have engaged in protests, sit-ins, and picketing (Barnett, 2001; Byrne et al., 2007; 
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Bullard & Wright, 1992; Freudenberg & Steinsapir, 1991; Rich, Edelstein, Hallman, & 
Wandersman, 1995). These activities usually require educating citizens on community issues. 
These types of activities also connect citizens with a social network working toward a common 
goal (Freudenberg & Steinsapir, 1991), which may result in the development of close friendships 
and a sense of belonging (Maton, 2008; Rich et al., 1995). This may also lead to additional 
knowledge and skill development. As skills and knowledge increase, citizens may be more likely 
to transition from a passive member to a leadership position. As being involved with local 
grassroots associations sometimes involves attending public hearings, protests, and so forth, this 
could also lead to an increase in efficacy, civic engagement, and self-confidence in individuals 
(Bullard, 1990; Freudenberg & Steinsapir, 1991; Lavelle & Coyle, 1992; Maton, 2008; Rich et 
al., 1995). 
Although member participation in local grassroots is beneficial and desired, researchers 
have noted some of the problems arising from empowerment. For instance, it may not be feasible 
for all residents to volunteer with non-profit organizations to improve their community. 
According to Camacho (1998), the free-rider mentality is common where some citizens benefit 
from the labor of others. Yet, Camacho stated that “the more integrated the person is in the 
aggrieved community, the more readily he or she can be mobilized for participation in protest 
activities” (p. 22). Research also shows that some individuals are more likely to participate in 
local organizations than others (e.g., Maton, 2008; Rich et al., 1995). In has been noted that 
immigrant status may limit community member participation as this may put undocumented 
individuals in direct line with public officials, who are often not trusted in some communities. 
Further, Riger (1993) stated that the empowerment of one group may intensify the competition 
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for the same resources among various underrepresented groups. This may lead to negative 
impacts at the neighborhood level.  
Although much progress has been made, Bullard and colleagues (2014) also stated that 
much is yet to be done. Local grassroots associations have seen a cut in private and government 
funding in recent years. The authors hope to see a “broad-based, multi-issue, multi-movement 
approach which emphasizes social and eco-justice for all Americans and people around the 
world…both present and future generations” (p. 18). That has yet to be a reality. However, the 
future looks promising. Various social entrepreneurs, grassroots efforts and non-profit 
organizations have come into existence to alleviate the challenges experienced by government 
funding (Starr, 2004). D’Allant (2013) further documented the progress of various non-profit 
organizations, academic interdisciplinary teams, and private companies to collaborate with local 
governments to increase access to open spaces in poor urban communities in various countries. 
Others have discussed how social entrepreneurs can be utilized to further the mission of the 
environmental justice movement in marginalized communities (Lewington, 2013; Louisiana 
Bucket Brigade, 2011). Such cooperative efforts could provide the leisure field an innovative 
opportunity to address social and environmental injustices in marginalized communities.   
My Study 
This study was guided by the notion that racially marginalized groups are vulnerable to 
structural forces that render them in segregated communities where pollution may be intensified 
and park amenities may be lacking. This may increase racial disparities between groups, which 
may lower the quality of life for people of color. This poses a social and environmental injustice 
for various communities of color. Recently, leisure scholars have called to move the social and 
environmental “justice scholarship from the periphery to the center of the leisure studies research 
agenda” (Stewart et al., 2012, p. 259). Accordingly, this study aims to examine how the efforts of 
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a Chicago non-profit organization deliberately tackled the structural inequalities in a Latino 
community and, in effect, improved parks and recreation provisions.  
The EJP was utilized because it critically assesses the relationship of racially 
marginalized people with the environment (Taylor, 2002). It has posited that while non-Hispanic 
Whites have been historically allowed to enjoy natural settings for relaxation and leisure, various 
racially marginalized communities have not been afforded similar opportunities. The framework 
also provided a holistic approach in addressing the practices that have limited racially 
marginalized communities from having access to adequate natural areas, the public-private 
partnerships arising to meet the needs of people of color, as well as the community 
empowerment that affects residents involved in environmental justice movements. The 
paradigm’s tenants aligned well with the research objectives of this study, which were to 
examine the process utilized by a non-profit organization, the Little Village Environmental 
Justice Organization, in the Latino community of Little Village to increase access to parks and 
recreation provisions; and the influence this process had on ongoing projects and on residents’ 
feelings of empowerment. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODS 
My goal for this project was to examine the process LVEJO utilized to increase access to 
parks and recreation provisions in the Latino community of Little Village. Similar to other 
research projects, this study was shaped by my personal lived experiences and beliefs (Greene, 
2007). Therefore, it was vital for me to clearly articulate my paradigmatic stance and views 
about the world, as these may deeply impact the findings and implications. According to 
Samdahl (1999), once the research questions and data collection process have been determined, 
the “answer itself has already been defined” (p. 120). Therefore, in this chapter the ontological, 
epistemological, and methodological foundation for the study was discussed along with the 
research methods used for the data collection and the data analysis strategy.  
Ontological, Epistemological, and Methodological Foundations 
The theoretical paradigm the researcher identifies for the study deeply impacts the 
choices he or she makes throughout the research process, including which questions to ask and 
how to interpret the data (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005; Samdahl, 1999). According to Denzin and 
Lincoln (2011), positivism, post positivism, critical theory, and constructivism serve as some of 
the major theoretical paradigms (also see Crotty, 1998; Hemingway, 1999). Although various 
theoretical paradigms can be utilized alongside each other (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005, 2011; 
Greene, 2007), the current study was grounded in the critical theory paradigm. Critical theory 
focuses on the imbalances of power and structures that marginalize individuals, while 
emphasizing emancipation (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005, 2011; Harvey, 1990; Parry, Johnson, & 
Stewart, 2013).  
Much of the early work on critical theory focused on Karl Marx’s teachings. Marx 
devoted attention to topics such as the structuring of society based on capitalistic values, the 
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exploitation of workers, and commodification (e.g., Harvey, 1990; Marx, 1977). According to 
Marx (1977), the fundamental feature of the capitalistic economic system was the class struggle 
between the proletariat (workers) and the bourgeoisie (capitalists). The capitalistic structure was 
conducive to the exploitation of workers, as they had to work surplus labor hours while only 
making subsistence wages as the capitalist profited from the transaction. Such an arrangement 
provided little room for workers to pursue intellectual and human development. The arrangement 
instead allowed for reification, particularly commodity fetishism, to occur which presented 
economic goods of production as objects with value while masking the exploitation of workers 
involved in the process. Marx remained critical of the capitalistic structure, and as such, he 
advocated for revolutionary status quo changes. 
Theorists of the Frankfurt School, which were part of the Institute of Social Research at 
the University of Frankfurt developed critical theory as a way to interpret and build upon Marx’s 
ideals (Kincheloe & McLaren, 2002).  According to Kincheloe and McLaren (2002), early 
philosophers of the Institute of Social Research were impacted by the post-World War I effects, 
including the economic depression and protests throughout Germany and most of Europe. In 
effect, early critical theory philosophers were primarily occupied with class-based exploitation 
and were instrumental in establishing an analytical framework for critical theory. For instance, 
Horkheimer (1972) remained critical of the traditional social theory of his time due to the heavy 
influence of positivists and pragmatists, which remained ahistorical and did not situate science as 
a result of social production. According to Horkeimer, critical theory provided a critique of 
society and the understanding of the self as an actor in a historical context. Although he 
remained critical of a Utopian society, he did believe that critical theory could improve social 
relations.  
 50 
 
During the past few decades, other approaches have stemmed from critical theory 
including neo-Marxism, feminism and critical race theory (Guba, 1990; Harvey, 1990; Ritchie & 
Lewis, 2003). What has become readily apparent is that there is no one commonly accepted 
definition for critical theory. However, according to Guba (2000), all of the different approaches 
stemming from critical theory reject the value-free findings from positivists. Critical theories are 
often focused on structural forces shaping behavior. They also generally argue that the 
“privileged groups often have an interest in supporting the status quo to protect their 
advantages,” implicating issues related to power and hegemony (Kincheloe & McLaren, 2002, p. 
90). Although power can be exerted through violence, it is often exerted through various 
mechanisms including the social reproduction of norms where social institutions (i.e., schools, 
governments) often advertently or inadvertently perpetuate social relations and inequalities (e.g., 
Feagin, 2006).  
Critical theory emphasizes emancipation, with the goal of social transformation to 
eradicate social inequalities. Although Sharpe (2011) stated that critical theories have not fully 
taken advantage of critical consciousness, critical consciousness may be a tool to begin 
transforming the system of inequalities. Through this tool, study participants are made to have a 
“reflective awareness of the differences in power and privilege and the inequities that are 
embedded in social relationships” (Kumagai & Lypson, 2009, p. 783; also see Freire, 1973, 
1993). Critical consciousness allows for participants to question their assumptions about the 
world and their social position in it. It is through this reflective lens, that participants are then 
able to begin advocating for changes in “social policy and practice” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, p. 
106). Critical consciousness is evident when such group members engage in social action to 
transform their marginalized position in society.  
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Following Parry and colleagues (2013), I believed this study of social and environmental 
justice aligned well with the critical theory paradigm. Additionally, the examination of race and 
ethnicity within leisure studies contextualizing leisure experience in “discourse of power and 
priori knowledge” is sparse (Kivel et al., 2009, p. 474). According to Samdahl (2005), scholars 
have generally shied away from discussing the social structures inhibiting leisure participation. 
In understanding leisure constraints, scholars have primarily focused on “individuals, and 
behavior is explained in terms of personal characteristics (e.g., attitudes, demographics) or 
responses to environmental stimuli” (Samdahl, 2005, p. 343). Samdahl added that this frame of 
thinking placed “undue responsibility on individuals for things they cannot control” such as the 
structural inequalities in this country, which have rendered racially marginalized communities 
economically impoverished (p. 343).  
In this particular study, I was not interested in why there is an underrepresentation of 
Latinos at the parks, but rather in the structural forces leading to a lack of parks and recreation 
provisions in Little Village. Hemingway (1999) further declared critical theory can be useful to 
leisure scholars, especially if they are interested in structural forces as well as the emancipatory 
actions taken in regards to oppression. In this study, I aimed to examine possible approaches to 
advance social and environmental justice by exploring the process in which LVEJO improved 
parks and recreation provisions in Little Village. As will be further discussed in my plan for data 
collection, I also provided skills, knowledge, and abilities to LVEJO whenever needed to help 
tackle environmental injustices in Little Village. It was expected that the findings of this study 
could help other marginalized communities across the country gain access to more open green 
spaces in their communities while empowering residents. 
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The ontological position of a paradigm answers “What is the form and nature of reality 
and, therefore, what is there that can be known about it?” (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994, p. 108). The 
ontological assumption of the critical theory paradigm is that of historical realism in which 
reality is “shaped by social, political, cultural, economic, ethnic, and gender values; crystallized 
over time” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, p. 98). Critical theory, therefore, recognizes a reality, one 
that is shaped by human interactions under specific political, social, and economic conditions 
(Hemingway, 1999; Strydom, 2011). Such reality is said to be “real yet hidden, non-empirical, 
unobservable and partly counterfactual” (Strydom, 2011, p. 10). Human interaction is sometimes 
rooted in a power struggle based on various forms of oppression (i.e., race, gender) (Parry et al., 
2013). Therefore, individuals’ narratives may include various forms of reality such as oppressed 
individuals telling a tale about lacking necessary resources and being oppressed while those in 
power present a contrasting story. Through research, critical theorists attempt to historically 
contextualize any social action, particularly those which have been internalized and normalized 
by participants so much that participants “themselves no longer see them either as the results of 
previous action or of historical context” (Hemingway, 1999, p. 491). Above all, critical theories 
attempt to discover these taken-for-granted assumptions.  
In the simplest form, epistemology refers to how we know what we know. Bernal (2002) 
defined epistemology as the “nature, status, and production of knowledge and the way one 
knows and understands the world” (p. 106). Critical theory relies on transactional epistemology 
and recognizes that multiple truths exist within a research study (Guba & Lincoln, 2005). As 
previously mentioned, critical theorists believe that reality is shaped by political, economic, 
social, and cultural forces, and may also change throughout the research process. Accordingly, 
Strydom (2011) stated, 
 53 
 
Critical theory is epistemologically underpinned by the constant awareness that every act 
of cognition, knowledge production and their practical employment for the purposes of 
problem solving and meaning or world creation represents a moment of participation in 
the evolution of reality-that is, of society and nature-which demands responsible sign 
interpretation and engagement with reality.  
Therefore, critical theorists engage with knowledge and reality production throughout the 
research process. They understand that reality is being shaped and is constantly changing. It is 
through the knowledge unearthed that oppressive structures can be modified.  
Critical theory is further characterized by dialectical methodology (Denzin & Lincoln, 
2011; Harvey, 1990). Dialectical methodology includes studying processes that have evolved 
over time in a given study site. According to Vygotsky (1978), giving attention to a phenomenon 
historically “means to study it in the process of change” (pp. 64-65). It is expected that the study 
of these historical processes will unearth contradictions and inequalities in the data (Denzin & 
Lincoln, 2005; Mahn, 1999). With critical theory, the reconstruction of such history will be an 
interpretive process (Harvey, 1990).  
Research Design 
The study employed a case study method design to analyze the role of LVEJO in 
allocating community-based parks and recreation provisions in Little Village. This project also 
sought to examine the influence this process has on the ongoing projects and residents’ feelings 
of empowerment in their community. The community of Little Village provided an excellent 
opportunity to carry out the study as the efforts of LVEJO with other organizations served to 
dismantle a former coal power plant site and transform it into a public park for Latino residents 
to enjoy. Extensive background research on Little Village was conducted to determine what 
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structural forces LVEJO had to tackle in order to increase access in this community (see Chapter 
4). 
A case-studies method was suitable for this study as this approach allowed for the 
exploration of a multifaceted issue (Zainal, 2007). Defining the correct unit of analysis for a case 
study helps the researcher understand what data needs to be collected as well as limits the 
collection of data that will not be utilized for the project (Yin, 2014). Once the unit of analysis 
has been identified, the researcher should bind the study in some manner (e.g., geographic 
location, time frame; Stake, 1994; Yin, 2014). In this case, the unit of analysis was the 
organization of LVEJO. The single-case study design was utilized as the organization has a 20-
year commitment to tackle environmental injustices in the community. The work previously 
accomplished by the organization has allowed it to be a major player in policymaking regarding 
environmental justice in the Midwest. This could not be said of many organizations across the 
country that have a recent history and may, therefore, have limited experience in policymaking. 
Additionally, other environmental justice non-profit organizations have lost their funding over 
the years (Bullard et al., 2014). Finally, the various tactics utilized by the organization drew upon 
recreation, tourism, and youth development projects, all subfields of our discipline. 
Consequently, this research approach provides leisure practitioners and scholars with innovative 
ways to tackle social and environmental injustices in the communities in which we work and 
play.     
Data Collection Procedures 
The case study design allowed for in-depth exploration of the study site. Scholars have 
suggested this design uses a variety of sources of evidence, each with their own unique strengths 
and weaknesses (Trochim & Donnelly, 2008; Yin, 2014). The methods of data collection may 
also need to be refined if the nature of the study changes (Trochim & Donnelly, 2008; Yin, 
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2014). In regards to my study, I employed the collection of documentation and archival 
information, participant observations, and participant interviews. The collection of 
documentation and archival information was determined necessary as most environmental justice 
studies have been cross-sectional and have been unable to determine whether intentional 
discrimination toward people of color played a role in the placement of racially marginalized 
communities in poor neighborhood conditions (e.g., Krieg, 2005). 
Further, participant observations were not a tool of data collection that I had anticipated, 
but it provided much needed insight about the daily functioning of LVEJO. In regards to the 
participant interviews, a qualitative approach was deemed appropriate because many studies 
focused on environmental justice primarily utilize quantitative methods and/or GIS studies 
(Downey, 1998; Krieg, 2005; Tarrant & Cordell, 1999). In the leisure field, only 13% of studies 
published in the five major leisure journals utilized qualitative research to understand issues 
related to racial and ethnic minorities (Floyd et al., 2008). In effect, the use of qualitative 
methods in this study supplements existing quantitative and GIS research, while also being able 
to further explore the historical policies and ideologies that have contributed to the lack of access 
to parks and recreation provisions in Little Village.  
Documentation and archival information concerning Little Village. Various 
documents and archival information were examined concerning LVEJO’s fight against 
environmental injustices in Little Village. The collection of documentation was needed in order 
to understand the community challenges being addressed by LVEJO. The information garnered 
from the documents was utilized to collect key information regarding the context for this study. 
In addition to guiding the interview protocols, documentation was utilized to supplement the data 
collected from interviews and participant observations (Hancock & Algozzine, 2011). In order to 
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access this information, a preliminary Google search utilizing several key words such “Little 
Village”, “Little Village Environmental Justice Organization”, “LVEJO”, “La Villita”, 
“environmental justice”, and “green spaces” was conducted. The search led to LVEJO’s official 
website, Facebook page, and YouTube Channel. Additionally, the Google search retrieved 
various newspapers, including the Chicago Reader, Huffington Post, Midwest Energy News, 
Chicago Tribune and EXTRA Bilingual Community Newspaper. The key word search also led to 
other organizations that maintained an Internet presence such as Progress Illinois, Chicago 
Public Media’s WBEZ 91.5, DNAinfo Chicago, Bloomberg, and the El Arco Press. These 
sources documented some of the organization’s activities that involved volunteers, provided 
more context on Little Villages’ environmental issues, and discussed specific policies 
contributing to environmental injustices in the community.  
Additional documents that were retrieved throughout the duration of the study included 
documentation found at the LVEJO office. I was allowed to review letters they had received 
from governmental agencies, minutes of meetings, educational material produced by or for their 
community organizers, pamphlets distributed on their environmental tours, proposed legislation 
that LVEJO had drafted, and other internal documents. The office also features posters, banners, 
and flyers hung on the walls that were taken in consideration. Finally, I was also able to retrieve 
the write-ups from past researchers that worked with LVEJO, which were used as teaching 
materials in their university classes.  
In order to understand some of the environmental injustices in Little Village, this study 
utilized public city and historical documents made available at the National Archives at Chicago 
and the Chicago Park District Archives. The National Archives at Chicago was utilized mostly to 
inspect the Chicago Park District Consent Decree, which was crafted to address the 1982 legal 
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court case of the United States of America Justice Department vs. Chicago Park District which 
charged the park district with discriminating against residents of color. The Chicago Park District 
Archives were visited in order to retrieve the technical reports compiled over the last six decades 
addressing open space, recreation patterns, and minority communities. Maps and charts of 
Chicago and Little Village were also retrieved during this search. Park district employees were 
able to provide a glimpse of expenditures related to field houses and parks in the last two 
decades. This information was retrieved to understand occurrence, and possible extent, of a 
pattern for investing more funds into non-Hispanic White neighborhoods. In regards to archival 
information, the Census was accessed for demographic information pertaining to Little Village. 
Additional books and scholarly journals focused on Little Village were retrieved to provide 
historical context on the CPD and Little Village. Following Yin’s (2014) suggestions, these 
materials were retrieved at convenience throughout the research process.  
Participant observations. This study was able to utilize participant observations at the 
request of LVEJO. The executive director mentioned that although LVEJO would like to remain 
supportive of students, student projects could take time and resources away from the 
organization. The director mentioned that I would be allowed to collect data with the agreement 
that I help out the organization; this would ensure a mutually beneficial relationship. Being 
immersed with the organization would also ensure that I understood the processes in which 
LVEJO addressed issues within the community. LVEJO staff mentioned that they could spend 
time speaking with me, but that would not truly give me an accurate depiction of the process 
which was hard to put into words for them. Consequently, LVEJO staff received an IRB-
approved letter informing them that I would be taking notes about what I observed; staff 
members were allowed to opt out of the observations. The executive director invited me to 
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LVEJO’s staff meetings, which were conducted on Mondays. I began attending the staff 
meetings beginning on February 9, 2015. In addition to Mondays, I also travelled to Chicago on 
Fridays to spend time with them. It was understood that some of the work I did for the 
organization in return for their participation may require time on the days that I remained in 
Champaign as well.  
According to Hancock and Algozzine (2011), participant observations may require the 
researcher assuming various roles, including becoming a staff member in an organization. In my 
case, I served as a volunteer at LVEJO, and I helped them whenever my skills and knowledge 
matched their needs. I helped the organization with various duties, including drafting a hiring 
interview script, reviewing grant material, developing evaluation forms for environmental tours, 
and taking minutes at meetings. I was also assigned to work with the La Villita Park Advisory 
Council (PAC) Board. This board works in conjunction with the Chicago Park District to ensure 
the effective functioning of the parks in their local community. LVEJO also gave me the task of 
researching the field houses available in other communities. They wanted to know how much the 
Chicago Park District had invested in the field houses and in which areas the field houses had 
been placed (e.g., wealthy areas, communities of color). My findings would be used to develop a 
fact sheet that would be distributed to PAC members as well as community residents. It was the 
intention of LVEJO to distribute these fact sheets in order to make their case in asking the 
Chicago Park District for similar services in their community.      
Throughout my visits, I ensured to write my field notes about the interaction with LVEJO 
staff later that evening. My notes addressed the items that related to my research objectives, and I 
specifically recorded the time, date, and location of the observation (Hancock & Algozzine, 
2011). Additionally, I would write down who was being observed as well as the specific 
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activities and events being observed as they related to my research questions. An example of this 
would be at the staff meetings, I would write notes concerning the meeting’s agenda. I would 
also mention who was present at the meeting and who discussed the respective topics. On the 
days that I worked at the LVEJO office where there were no meetings, I would write down 
informal conversations that occurred between staff members/volunteers with other staff 
members/volunteers as well as conversations occurring with staff members/volunteers and 
myself. I would also write down my initial impressions and interpretations of the activities and 
events under observation. Notes to myself further involved matters involving the development of 
categories and concepts, details of a story line, and so forth (Corbin & Strauss, 2007).  
Participant interviews. Interviews were solicited from various community stakeholders, 
including LVEJO, the Chicago Park District personnel, and Latino residents who work alongside 
the nonprofit organizations. Because of the rather large size of the Chicago Park District, key 
personnel were targeted for an interview, particularly personnel who were familiar with 
financing parks and recreation provisions, community outreach, as well the history of Little 
Village. Despite the various attempts made to contact CPD personnel, I was only able to 
interview one staff member and have informal conversations with three other members. At the 
time I began my study, the LVEJO staff accounted for five members, with two other staff 
members hired in March. Four out of the original five paid staff were interviewed. These four 
members were formally interviewed because they had longer tenure at LVEJO. Informal 
conversations occurred with the new hires, and the receptionist remained helpful in helping me 
locate LVEJO internal documents that were needed for my study. For LVEJO and the Chicago 
Park District, I utilized my colleagues’ contacts with these organizations to make initial contact. 
An initial email with the study details was sent to the key personnel identified with a request for 
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an interview. A follow-up phone call was placed if there is no response. One more phone call 
was made if there was still no response, and then a follow-up email was sent. If there was no 
response or the individual contacted did not wish to participate, another person within the 
organization was identified and contacted. Additionally, for personnel participating in the study, 
a snowball sampling technique was utilized where study participants were asked for the contact 
information of possible participants within their organizations that could be helpful in addressing 
the study objectives (Mack, Woodsong, MacQueen, Guest, & Namey, 2005).   
In regards to the Latinos residents who worked alongside LVEJO, 11 individuals were 
interviewed. Involvement with the nonprofit organization included being a part of protests, 
attending public hearings, fundraising, maintaining and up keeping LVEJO’s garden, or other 
behaviors directly involved with the parks and recreation provisions in the community. 
Additionally, there were some individuals who began their involvement with LVEJO as 
volunteers, took on paid internship positions, and then continued to volunteer when the money 
depleted. These individuals were not counted as staff as the paid positions were limited. Further, 
most of these individuals were residents; however, some had relocated to other neighborhoods in 
recent years. A telephone interview was conducted with one of these residents, who had 
relocated from the neighborhood. In order to identify these past and current Latino residents 
involved with LVEJO, a snowball sampling technique was utilized (Mack et al., 2005). The 
LVEJO was asked for the contact information of possible participants. In most cases, LVEJO 
staff contacted the participants first to inform them that I would be calling and asking for an 
interview. Subsequently volunteers who were interviewed were asked to name other possible 
participants interested in participating in the project. Volunteers would contact the possible 
participant first to inform them that I would be calling and asking for an interview.  
 61 
 
Rapport. Chicago is two and a half hours away, thus, I was able to immerse myself in the 
culture in order to create rapport with participants and better understand the challenges facing 
Little Village. Visits to the community were made from February to August. LVEJO also 
provides a Community Asset Toxic Tour which is meant to “educate and increase public 
awareness and action about [the] communities and outreach to a broader public about the impacts 
of environmental racism” (LVEJO, 2014, para. 1-2); the tour also discusses the challenges faced 
with private and public sector in regards to pollution in racially marginalized communities. 
Because the tour was not offered in February when my visits began, the LVEJO executive 
director informed his staff that one of them should take me on an informal tour to help me know 
the neighborhood better. This tour was done during the initial data collection period in February.  
I anticipated trust to be one of the greatest challenges of this study. It was my hope that 
my identity as a bilingual, educated Hispanic female growing up in a low-income family with a 
Mexican father and a second-generation mother would help me establish rapport with the 
Spanish-speaking families in Little Village (Marin & Marin, 1991) as well as navigate 
conversations with professionals. Although friends and acquaintances have noted my accented 
Spanish, study participants did not make such comments, but at certain points in the conversation 
they would sometimes ask if I understood a Spanish term or jargon that they used. My Spanish 
skills were deemed as adequate by LVEJO staff members. Further, as with any community, 
Little Village residents may not trust researchers in their communities, especially those who they 
have never seen before. It was expected that Little Village may have higher rates of immigrants 
in their communities, and some immigrants may be undocumented. My personal experience 
working on several research projects involving undocumented immigrants is that they 
understandably have a general distrust toward government officials (and sometimes researchers) 
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due to be fear of being deported. This could further hinder my ability to gain rapport with 
participants or potential participants. As a way of building trust and protecting participants’ 
privacy, sensitive questions related to their immigration status were not asked.  
Following Dickson-Swift, James, Kippen, and Liamputtong (2007), in order to create 
trust with participants, researchers may have to utilize rapport building, self-disclosure, and 
reciprocity. Rapport building may include items such as using verbal tones, language, and body 
positions to help the participant be more comfortable (Sheppard, n.d.). Researchers may also 
want to invest time into cultivating the relationship by staying a little longer after the interview is 
conducted. During my thesis research, this proved fruitful as participants opened up about their 
life stories. In this case, I spent an additional 30 minutes to an hour with some participants as 
they shared stories and/or food with me after the interview. Additionally, self-disclosure requires 
that the researcher be “involved in a reciprocal sharing of their personal stories” (Dickson-Swift 
et al., 2007, p. 332). Although the interviews were not focused on my life story, I did share 
personal stories to break down barriers, especially if there is common ground between the 
participant and me. I was aware because of my Master’s thesis work that I was sometimes 
viewed as middle-income because I had been able to access higher education. As such, I shared 
stories of living in a lower-socioeconomic household in a county with a high poverty rate. 
Finally, reciprocity requires that the researcher “give something back” to participants (Dickson-
Swift et al., p. 334). In this case, participants were told they could use my findings to leverage 
more resources in their community.      
Consent. Before the data collection began, the study was approved by the Illinois 
Institution Review Board. I developed a consent form available in English and Spanish for study 
participants. The consent form provided a description of the research study, participants’ rights, 
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and possible risks associated with the study, as well as my contact information. The consent form 
also asked participants for approval to audio record the interviews. Study participants were 
provided with a copy of their consent form, and I kept their signed consent on file. In regards to 
the participant observations, LVEJO staff members were informed that I would be taking 
observational notes on-site regarding the informal conversations we had as well as the meetings I 
observed. LVEJO staff were provided with an information sheet concerning participant 
observations (see Appendix F), and they were told that they could opt out if they wished to not 
be observed.   
Location of interviews. Interviews were conducted in mutually agreed upon locations. 
Interviews with the LVEJO staff and the Chicago Park District took place in the interviewees’ 
place of employment. However, for Latino/a residents involved with LVEJO, interviews were 
conducted at public places, the LVEJO office, and the participant’s homes.     
Interview protocols. Separate interview protocols were developed for the different 
stakeholders (see Table 1). Questions were based on the literature review and were semi-
structured (Burck, 2005). Semi-structured interview protocols require that several questions be 
developed before the interview is conducted, but it is expected that “the conversation is free to 
vary and is likely to change substantially between participants” (Miles & Gilbert, 2005, p. 65). 
The semi-structured format allowed me to revise the interview protocol and add interview 
questions based on the information gained from the initial interviews. Semi-structured interviews 
are also used when the research study objectives are complex, or it is likely that contradictions 
may surface in study participants’ accounts. These types of interviews are also appropriate when 
there may only be one chance to interview the participant (Cohen, 2006).    
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Table 1 
 
Research Questions and Interview Questions 
 
Research Questions 
 
Interview Questions 
What is the process utilized by LVEJO to 
increase access to parks and recreation 
provisions in Little Village? 
What are some of the projects you have 
worked on? 
 
Can you tell me more about how LVEJO has 
helped Little Village get more parks in the 
community? 
 
What are some of the things that have worked 
best?  
 
Do you know of anything they tried that 
didn’t work? 
How has the process of allocating more parks 
and recreation provisions influenced ongoing 
projects and on residents’ feelings of 
empowerment in their community? 
Sometimes people volunteer or work for a 
nonprofit because they want to learn new 
things or make new friends. Has working with 
LVEJO affected you? 
 
Sometimes people volunteer or work for a 
nonprofit because they want to make a change 
in the community. Do you think LVEJO’s 
work has affected Little Village?  
 
Personnel from LVEJO were asked questions pertaining to Little Village, park usage in 
the community, their experiences with LVEJO, including challenges the organization faced, 
strategies that were used to allocate more green space in Little Village, and advice they had for 
agencies working with Latinos. The CPD personnel were asked questions pertaining to serving 
diverse clienteles, current challenges, as well as the usefulness of collaborative projects in 
helping communities. Latino residents were asked questions pertaining to Little Village, their 
experiences with LVEJO, including challenges they experienced while working with the 
organizations, perceived individual and community-benefits from their work with LVEJO, and 
park usage. Interviews lasted between 30 minutes to 1 hour and 30 minutes.   
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Data Analysis Procedures 
Following Hancock and Algozzine (2011), the data analysis procedure was ongoing in 
this case study design. This occurred “in order to reach tentative conclusions and to refine the 
research questions” (p. 56). In regards to the interviews, they were recorded and transcribed. 
Being that this study sample includes Latinos, some transcripts were in Spanish. These were left 
in Spanish so the ideas were not distorted by translation. In addition to the interviews, my 
participant observations, as well as documentation, and archival information were uploaded to 
Atlas.ti as this software allows for the coding of large data sets and accepts different file formats 
(e.g., Word documents, videos, audio).   
Constant comparison was then employed to analyze the data. I identified recurrent 
themes throughout my data collection tools to determine where and how narratives were similar 
and different (Corbin & Strauss, 2007). This was done continuously throughout the collection 
process which allowed me to modify the questions I was asking in order to better illicit the 
information I sought. Once all the interviews were transcribed, the coding included open, axial, 
and selective coding. Line-by-line open coding allowed for the initial identification of categories 
and subcategories, and short labels were used to code the interviews. Axial coding required 
identifying relationships between the codes developed during open coding, and some of the 
categories were merged to develop categories and subcategories. Selective coding further 
delineated relationships between the categories and specified the relationships between them. 
However, during this step, I developed a core category that encompassed my findings.   
Trustworthiness of the Data 
Several strategies, including debriefing, member checking, and stating study biases and 
limitations, were used throughout the research study to increase the trustworthiness of the data 
(Creswell, 2007; Lincoln & Guba, 1985). As previously stated, a researcher may introduce 
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biases, making incorrect assumptions of the data, or interpreting the data incorrectly due to 
personal experiences which shape the researcher’s outlook on life and research. A way to 
become aware of this is through peer reviews and debriefing, where colleagues pinpoint the 
errors in the data collection, data analysis, or data interpretation. This was carried out with my 
advisor, mentors in my department of study, and fellow graduate students.  
Additionally, member checking involved follow-up meetings or phone calls with 
participants with the purpose of eliciting any additional thoughts and reactions from the 
participants in regards to the initial interview. If done once all the transcriptions have been 
analyzed, this provides the opportunity to share the findings with the participant, which may 
elicit different reactions. In this case, participants were given the opportunity to review my 
findings and provide feedback.  
Following Lincoln and Guba (1985), the trustworthiness of the data was judged on 
credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability. Credibility refers to the process in 
which results of the data analysis are believable and able to be confirmed by the study 
participants. Credibility was determined by accessing several data points. Items that were 
mentioned but not consistent with other study participants’ accounts were acknowledged but 
further examined in order to determine the origin of such perception. If a study participant 
mentioned an item that could not be confirmed, I made contact with the study participant again 
in order to verify that such discrepancy was not a misunderstanding. In this study, there was only 
one instance where a statement was inconsistent with other participants’ accounts. In this case, I 
decided not to follow up with the participants as she was dealing with a disability that severely 
impacted her memory. Her interview information was used for the study as I was able to find 
videos produced by LVEJO where the participants had been previously interviewed. In the 
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video, she discussed how she became involved with the organization as well as the benefits it 
had on her.  
Further, transferability refers to the ability of the study findings to be applied to other 
settings. Although generalization is not a goal for qualitative research, the researcher can do a 
“thorough job of describing the research context and the assumptions that were central to the 
research” (Trochim & Donnelly, 2008, p. 149). Other researchers and practitioners can then 
decide if the research and practical implications may be practical to implement in other locations. 
For this study, a thorough job was done of describing the research context in Chapter IV. The 
best practices were outlined in Chapter VI with the understanding that other communities may 
need to modify some of the suggestions to make it applicable to their settings. 
Dependability required that I document the changing nature of my research project and 
the environment I was studying. This is vital in critical theory research as my understanding of 
the reality in which the study is taking place is constantly being produced and changed. 
Throughout the study, I took notes of the changing nature of my research project. At the 
beginning, I anticipated that the study was about the collaborative efforts of LVEJO and the CPD 
to tackle environmental injustices and create a 22-acre park in Little Village. After spending 
some time in the field, it became apparent that LVEJO and CPD worked together, but this was 
still a tense relationship because of the historical neglect of Little Village by the CPD and other 
government officials. Additionally, as an actor in my research project, I expected to help 
participants become aware of the social inequalities affecting them, but instead, they made me 
aware of inequalities in academia and other social settings which I had not anticipated. I was told 
by a participant that a person cannot work with LVEJO and expect to come out unchanged. 
Although I did not express this to LVEJO during the first few months of volunteering, I noticed 
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that the organization validated my feelings of feeling marginalized. Finally, confirmability refers 
to the “degree to which others can confirm or corroborate the results” (Trochim & Donnelly, 
2008, p. 149). In this study, I chose to compare the different points of data collection (e.g., 
documentation, participant observations, participant interviews) to corroborate my results.   
This study had several limitations. For instance, I was unable to interview Little Village 
residents who did not volunteer with LVEJO. Consequently, I was unable to examine whether 
the individuals who did not volunteer were still aware of the racial injustices in their community. 
Additionally, there was another non-profit organization in Little Village invested in community 
development projects that tackled community issues, including lack of parks and recreation 
provisions in the community. Although I had originally planned to interview the personnel from 
that organization, I believed my affiliation with LVEJO could have severely impacted the 
interviews as there were tensions between the two organizations. I was also interested in 
suggestions that would help other academics and practitioners to begin addressing social 
inequalities in the distribution of park resources. According to Vargas (in press), the other non-
profit organization boasted that they were able to receive substantial grant funding, but they were 
unable to confirm whether they were actually making lasting changes in the community. As 
such, LVEJO was the main focus of this research project. This study also relied on 
documentation and archival data. Unlike other cities, the City of Chicago does not have a 
centralized database containing all information pertaining to Little Village. Although the 
National Archives at Chicago, the Chicago Park District Archives, and the Chicago Public 
Library were visited and interviewees provided some historical context, it is probable that I was 
unable to retrieve all documents related to my study. Finally, although I had various informal 
conversations with CPD personnel, I was unable to interview more than one CPD personnel. 
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This may have been due to the nature of my study, and it was hinted that the agency has had 
experiences with being portrayed negatively by researchers and reporters in the past.    
Chapter Summary 
In order to discover the ways in which LVEJO helped increase access to parks and 
recreation provisions, this study utilized critical theory to discover the structural forces leading to 
inequalities in neighborhood conditions affecting Little Village. A case-study design utilizing 
documentation and archival information, interviews, and participant observations allowed for 
further exploration of Little Village, including the key policies and political ideologies affecting 
access to parks and recreation provisions. Such methods illuminated the reasons why Latino 
residents still choose to move to a community experiencing great challenges. As critical theory is 
focused on change to structural forces, this study examined the ways in which LVEJO has 
utilized Latino residents, most living in the community, to advocate for parks and recreation 
provisions in Little Village, and how this has led to empowerment in community residents.   
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS: STUDY SITE AND ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 
This chapter provided background information on Chicago and specifically the 
neighborhood of Little Village where this study took place. Examining the initial settlement 
patterns of Chicago revealed that industrial employment attracted much of the early settlers. 
Early residents included many White ethnic groups, but by the 1920s Chicago experienced a 
large growth in African American and Latino residents. The latest population shifts in Chicago 
continued to demonstrate that a large number of Latino residents have added to the city’s diverse 
residents. A large proportion of these Latino residents have historically been of Mexican descent, 
and they have migrated to communities such as Little Village. Given that the neighborhood of 
Little Village is primarily composed of Mexican residents, my review of the settlement of 
Chicago will focus primarily on Mexican residents rather than other groups such as Puerto 
Ricans who compose a large portion of other Chicago neighborhoods. Findings further revealed 
that neighborhood settlement by these different ethnic groups was impacted by various factors, 
including discrimination, gentrification, and employment opportunities.   
Moreover, communities such as Little Village have been exposed to several challenges, 
including the lack of access to community-based parks and recreation provisions. Accordingly, 
this chapter examined the history of the park movement in Chicago, including the establishment 
of the Chicago Park District (CPD) to meet the recreation needs of residents. Findings revealed 
that the CPD has been instrumental in providing services to various Chicago neighborhoods, but 
the agency fell short in serving racially marginalized communities during various time periods. 
This led to the subsequent creation of various non-profit groups and watchdog groups. The 
creation of the non-profit group of Little Village Environmental Justice Organization (LVEJO) 
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was of prime interest in this study as it addressed parks and recreation concerns in the Latino 
neighborhood of Little Village. Consequently, the chapter ends with an overview of the 
organization, including why it was created. 
Immigration Patterns and Settlement of Chicago 
In 1837, the City of Chicago became incorporated with its approximately 4,170 residents 
(Bluestone, 1991; Pacyga & Skerrett, 1986). Throughout the rest of the 19th century, Chicago 
experienced rapid economic and population growth. According to Pacyga and Skerrett (1986), 
many of the early elite Chicago residents settled along the central business district to be in close 
proximity to their place of employment. Harold (2004) further added that elite Chicago residents 
lived near the Lakefront area. Chicago also experienced a sizable growth stemming from 
immigrant populations, predominately of European descent (e.g., German, Irish) during this time 
period (Año Nuevo Kerr, 1976; Cohen, 1990; Harold, 2004; Howenstine, 1996). According to de 
Lourdes Villar (1992), trade and manufacturing companies were interested in hiring immigrant 
workers because these workers typically accepted low pay with unsatisfactory working 
conditions. The immigrant workers settled in ethnic enclaves close to the Chicago River and near 
the industries. According to Pacyga and Skerrett (1986), limited transportation infrastructure 
discouraged workers from living far away from their place of employment, and as such, affluent 
and working class workers lived in relative close proximity to each other. However, in most 
cases, immigrant housing consisted of substandard housing arrangements as they were 
documented as living in “shanty towns and densely packed tenements…Some immigrant 
workers also lived in alley slum dwellings” (Pacyga & Skerrett, 1986, p. 4).  
By the 1860s, various meatpacking and steel factories relocated away from the central 
business district, which began to shift settlement patterns to the southern parts of Chicago 
(Pacyga & Skerrett, 1986). On October 8, 1871, the Great Chicago Fire burned many of the 
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homes and businesses in the city, and it left approximately 100,000 residents homeless (Harold, 
2004). The fire resulted in the rebuilding of the city, and it enabled further dispersal of residents 
into different parts of Chicago (Pacyga & Skerrett, 1986). The residential segregation after the 
Chicago fire became a more prominent feature of the city (Cohen, 1990). The rebuilding of 
Chicago gave preference to brick and stone housing and banned the usage of wooden structures, 
which greatly affected lower income residents as they now had to relocate to industrial districts 
where housing was relatively inexpensive (Pacyga & Skerrett, 1986). Additionally, the 
rebuilding of Chicago featured multi-story apartment buildings (Harold, 2004). According to 
Harold (2004), apartment units were ideal as these could “accommodate the movement patterns 
of individuals migrating at random within a city…and chang[ing] locations frequently” (p. 5). 
The Great Chicago Fire also enabled the creation of better transportation infrastructure. This 
further spurred migration away from the central business district and into the outer edges of 
Chicago.   
By the late 19th century, the immigrant groups expanded to include other white ethnic 
groups, including Russian Jews, Slavs, and Italians (Cohen, 1990). By 1890, the majority of 
Chicago residents were foreign born (Garza, n.d.; Harold, 2004). Many of these immigrant 
populations settled in ethnic enclaves. According to Massey (2000), it was common for many 
groups to relocate to ethnic enclaves during initial settlement in the United States. However, 
within time as these group members acquired more wealth, they tended to relocate to other 
neighborhoods with better housing conditions. In the case of Chicago, as the first wave of 
European immigrants (e.g., Germans, Irish) relocated to better neighborhoods, the second wave 
of European immigrants (e.g., Russians, Poles) migrated to neighborhoods which were left 
behind. Additionally, it appeared that discrimination and prejudice obstructed the movement into 
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some neighborhoods. This was particularly true in the case of the Great Migration of African 
Americans stemming in 1915 (Layson & Warren, n.d.). In such cases, African American 
residents were steered to “previously all-white blocks and then [real-estate blockbusters advised] 
longtime [White] residents to sell to avoid a supposedly impending drop in the value of their 
property” (Essig, 2005, para. 2).  
Although the 1920s figures showed that approximately 786,000 immigrants of Polish, 
Irish, Italian, and German descent resided in Chicago (Roseman et al., 1996), immigration of the 
White ethnic groups slowed during the 1920s due to various national policies (Año Nuevo Kerr, 
1976; Innis-Jimenez, 2013). For instance, a 1917 Act required new immigrants over the age of 
16 to demonstrate basic literacy abilities in any language. The 1917 Act also “increased the tax 
paid by new immigrants upon arrival and allowed immigration officials to exercise more 
discretion in making decisions over whom to exclude” (U.S. Department of State Office of the 
Historian, 2014, para. 2). Additional restrictions were placed on immigrants through The 
Immigration Act of 1924, also known as the Johnson-Reed Act, which placed quotas on new 
immigrants (U.S. Department of State Office of the Historian, 2014). Quotas specifically 
targeted immigrants from Southern and Eastern Europe as well as Japan. Other Asian immigrants 
had already been targeted through previous policies, such as the Chinese Exclusion Act.     
During this time period, the restrictive policies targeting immigrants had a lesser effect on 
groups such as the African American and Mexicans. In regards to the Mexican migration, much 
of this group’s influx into Chicago occurred between 1916-28 and 1942-64 (Betancur, 1996). 
The early wave of Mexican immigrants could partly be attributed to the successful lobbying 
among industries to the U.S. government to exempt Mexicans from national restrictions on 
immigration (Año Nuevo Kerr, 1976; Arredondo & Vaillant, 2005). Mexican immigrants were 
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mostly from Guanajuato, Michoacán, and Jalisco (Año Nuevo Kerr, 1976; Innis-Jimenez, 2013). 
They included middle-income professionals, aristocratic partisans of the Revolutionary War, but 
mostly they were peasants with low levels of education who were not prepared for the “rigorous 
demands that would be made upon them when they crossed the U.S. border” (Año Nuevo Kerr, 
1976, p. 18; Arredondo & Vaillant, 2005). It was mostly peasants who compromised a large 
portion of the immigrants relocating to Chicago (Año Nuevo Kerr, 1976). The majority of 
Mexicans settled in Chicago due to the industry jobs in the railroad, steel, and meat-packing 
companies as well as the displacement due to the Mexican Revolution (Año Nuevo Kerr, 1976; 
Arredondo & Vaillant, 2005; Betancur, 1996; de Lourdes Villar, 1992; Innis-Jimenez, 2013).  
In the case of Mexican workers, Arredondo and Vaillant (2005) found that they were met 
with unsatisfactory living conditions that were often crowded and expensive. Similar to the other 
ethnic immigrant groups, Mexican workers usually lived in close vicinity of the companies in 
which they worked. Some of the early Latino clusters included “South-Chicago-South Deering 
(next to the steel mills), the Hull House area (near the railroads and other central sources of 
employment), and in Back of the Yards (close to the meatpacking houses)” (Betancur, 1996, p. 
1303). Additionally, if Mexican workers were expected to work for a factory for a short time 
period, they were often housed in “bunkhouses or railroad camps or were directed to boarding 
houses by the companies” (Betancur, 1996, p. 1303). However, in cases where workers stayed an 
extended time period, it was typical for workers to look for other housing options such as 
apartment rentals. In such cases, landlords were known to charge Mexican workers higher rents, 
which often times led to overcrowding as it took several workers to be able to afford the rent 
prices. Additionally, because Mexican laborers served as strikebreakers when European 
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immigrants went on strike (Arredondo & Vaillant, 2005; Cohen, 1990), tension between ethnic 
workers existed that extended to Chicago’s neighborhoods (Cohen, 1990). 
During the 1930s, the Chicago population amounted to approximately 3.3 million 
residents, with the Mexican population totaling approximately 21,000 residents (Arredondo & 
Vaillant, 2005). During this time period, the economy slowed due to the Great Depression. 
Mexican workers found themselves working long hours with little pay in unsatisfactory factories 
conditions. Factory jobs remained attractive in comparison to agricultural work, but many 
workers found themselves faced with discrimination in Chicago’s workforce. White ethnic 
groups were given preference for these types of jobs (Balderrama, 2005), while Mexicans found 
themselves being deported to Mexico during this time period (Año Nuevo Kerr, 1976; 
Arredondo & Vaillant, 2005; Cohen, 1990). According to Arredondo and Vaillant (2005),  
With the cooperation of the U.S. and Mexican governments, local civic organizations 
such as the American Legion of East Chicago rounded up hundreds of unemployed 
workers and their families and placed them on trains bound for the U.S.-Mexico border. 
Forcible and voluntary repatriation drives focused on workers who “looked Mexican” 
and often ignored the citizenship of those who had been born in the United States. (para. 
7). 
The forceful removal of Mexicans during this time period greatly decreased this population. By 
the end of the decade, Chicago’s population of Latinos of Mexican descent decreased to 
approximately 16,000 (Innis-Jimenez, 2013).  
As far as the mid-century growth of Mexicans during the 1940s through 60s, this increase 
could be attributed to national policies such as the Bracero Program as well as the demands 
created in the industry due to World War II (Año Nuevo Kerr, 1976; Arredondo & Vaillant, 
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2005). The Bracero Program was an agreement between the United States and Mexico where 
Mexican residents were allowed to work in the U.S. to fill the agricultural labor shortages. The 
program provided Mexican workers with working wages, housing, and transportation from their 
native country to their place of employment. Although Mexican residents were only supposed to 
recruit these workers to work in the agriculture sector, informally the industrial sector recruited 
many Mexican individuals to the Chicago area (de Lourdes Villar, 1992). Mexican immigrants 
were also known to encourage their family and friends to relocate to Chicago, which resulted in 
additional migration (Betancur, 1996; de Lourdes Villar, 1992). Some immigrants stayed 
illegally in the U.S. after their Bracero Program contract ended. During the 1950s, it was 
estimated that 15,000 undocumented Mexicans lived in Chicago alongside the 85,000 
documented Mexican counterparts (de Lourdes Villar, 1992). Undocumented Mexicans faced 
deportation in 1954 with the U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service’s Operation Wetback, 
“which apprehended and deported numerous Mexican undocumented immigrants nationally and 
in Chicago and also illegally removed some US-born citizens of Mexican ancestry” (Alejo, 2008, 
p. 29). The flow of legal and illegal migration between Mexico and the U.S. in effect became 
common place, during and even after the Bracero Program was retired in 1964 (de Lourdes Villa, 
1992; Jenkins, 1977). 
During the 1940s and 1960s, the greater Chicago area also experienced various 
population shifts in its neighborhood. After World War II, the automobiles became used more by 
the general public, which allowed for the migration of businesses and people out of the central 
city (Pacyga & Skerrett, 1986). Some shopping retailers migrated to the suburbs, and some 
populations were observed relocating to these new destinations as well. Relocation outside of 
Chicago was not a phenomenon only applicable to non-Hispanic Whites, as groups such as 
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Mexicans began settling outside of Chicago during the late 1940s (Arredondo & Vaillant, 2005). 
Additionally, although the racial covenants were outlawed by the Supreme Court in 1948, 
population shifts occurred as African Americans continued to migrate to southern parts of 
Chicago due to the Great Migration. This caused for the migration of White businesses and 
residents out of the West and South Sides (Essig, 2005; Pacyga & Skerrett, 1986), and into the 
suburbs and the city’s boundaries. Through the use of redlining,  
Suburban areas received preference for residential investment at the expense of poor and 
minority neighborhoods in cities like Chicago. The relative lack of investment in new 
housing, rehabilitation, and home improvement contributed significantly to the decline of 
older urban neighborhoods and compounded Chicago's decline in relation to its suburbs. 
(Hunt, 2005, para. 2).  
As such, the formal exclusion in the housing market allowed for residential segregation to 
continue in Chicago. 
During the 1950s, racially marginalized groups continued relocating to the 
neighborhoods that Whites left. Racial segregation remained high in some neighborhoods. For 
instance, 1950s figured showed that 88% of Blacks would have to relocate in order to achieve 
racial integration in Chicago (Massey, 2000). Additionally, groups who attempted to relocate to 
White neighborhoods were often displaced due to urban renewal projects leading to 
gentrification. Bennett (2005) stated that gentrification affected the northern Chicago 
neighborhoods, which had a “large stock of older housing” in close proximity to Lake Michigan, 
city parks, and the downtown Loop (para. 2). During the 1950s, the City of Chicago began 
renewing these neighborhoods but was met with resistance from homeowners. Consequently, 
many middle-class residents migrated to communities, such as Old Town, to restore the older 
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housing units. In addition to gentrification, displacement of ethnic groups occurred due to the 
construction of highways during the 1950s.  
During the 1960s, residential segregation was mostly observed between ethnic groups 
and non-Hispanic Whites versus ethnic groups with other minority groups (Massey, 2000). For 
instance, the 1960s figures showed that 90% of Blacks would have to relocate in order to achieve 
integration in Chicago (Massey, 2000). During this time period, the Chicago Freedom Movement 
occurred in 1966; the movement was concerned with promoting “an open housing market in 
Chicago and the surrounding suburbs” (Breymaier & Schmid, 2008, p. 4). Civil Rights leaders 
such as Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. hosted rallies in Chicago to promote open housing. Dr. King 
was quoted as follows:   
We’re going to make this an open city because it’s right. We’re going to make this an 
open city because it’s practical. We’re going to make this an open city because it’s sound 
economics. We’re going to make this an open city because we’re tired of being 
humiliated. (Breymaier & Schmid, 2008, p. 4). 
In regards to Mexicans living in Chicago during the 1960s were observed living in colonias in 
the Back of the Yards and South Chicago neighborhoods (Arredondo & Vaillant, 2005). Further 
displacement of ethnic groups occurred with the construction of the university during the 1960s 
(Arredondo & Vaillant, 2005; Betancur, 1996). In the case of Mexicans, the construction of the 
university triggered their migration to the neighborhood of Pilsen in the lower southwest side of 
Chicago. In effect, Pilsen became the “first majority Mexican and Latino community in 
Chicago” (Betancur, 1996, p. 1305).  
Racial residential segregation continued into the other decades through the use of various 
mechanisms including gentrification and discrimination. For instance,  gentrification was further 
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observed affecting Chicago neighborhoods during the 1970s (e.g., Bennett, 2005; Betancur, 
1996, 2011; Howenstine, 1996). During this time period, the Chicago neighborhoods of Near 
West Side, South Loop, and South Side experienced gentrification. According to Bennett (2005), 
much of the gentrification stemmed from large-scale developers. In the Chicago neighborhoods 
of Wicker Park, the Near West Side, and River North, “the conversion of industrial buildings to 
residential and commercial” was observed as well (Bennett, 2005, para. 2). During the 1970s, 
Chicago also experienced various uprising from community activists who were not satisfied with 
the ground-level results of the Fair Housing Act of 1968 and the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act 
of 1975 (Hunt, 2005). As such, the Citizens Action Program composed of activists from South 
Side Chicago neighborhood, “developed a strategy of ‘greenlining’ by asking residents to deposit 
savings only in banks that pledged to reinvest funds in urban communities” (Hunt, 2005, para. 
3). The activists also placed pressure on Congress to enact the Community Reinvestment Act of 
1977 (Hunt, 2005).  
In regards to Mexicans during the 1970s, Pilsen expanded to include South Lawndale, 
which is now known as Little Village or La Villita. Betancur (1996) mentioned that Mexicans 
were mostly clustered in these two communities, but they were also observed in other parts of 
Chicago. According to Massey (2000), moderate segregation patterns affected Hisapnics in 
Chicago as figured showed that 58.4% of Hispanics needed to relocate to achieve neighborhood 
integration within Chicago. Further, Betancur (1996) mentioned that Mexican neighborhoods 
were associated with poor outcomes such as overcrowding, high rent prices, and crime. 
Additional accounts of Mexicans in Chicago suggested that Mexicans faced racial residential 
discrimination in the city. They were pushed out of White neighborhoods through the use of 
gentrification and often displaced to undesirable parts of the community away from the housing 
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districts. Real estate agents often argued that Mexicans drove down the property values when 
they relocated to a White neighborhood (Betancur, 1996). Betancur (1996) further mentioned 
that Mexicans were often charged higher rent prices for the housing units in predominately 
White neighborhoods. This practice influenced the low number of Mexicans in predominately 
White neighborhoods.  
Patterns of residential segregation continued into the 1980s (Howenstine, 1996). During 
the 1980s, Chicago experienced a shift in the settlement of various ethnic groups. Groups such as 
the Irish and German migrated toward the outskirts, while the neighborhoods they vacated 
became inhabited by groups such as the Russians, Italians, and Poles (Conzen, 2005). These 
groups eventually experienced similar migration patterns as they relocated to the suburbs with 
their increase in earnings. Groups such as the African Americans continued to experience various 
challenges related to residential exclusion (Conzen, 2005). According to Massey (2000), during 
this time period, residential segregation remained high for African Americans, as it was 
projected that 88% of African Americans would have to relocate to achieve residential 
integration. As for Latinos, they continued to show moderate segregation patterns that were not 
as severe at African American communities (Massey, 2000). A large portion of Latinos of 
Mexican descent in addition to a smaller Puerto Rican population migrated to “neighborhoods 
initially between white and black districts” and eventually settled into “neighborhoods formerly 
occupied by Poles and other Eastern Europeans” (Conzen, 2005, para. 1).  
During the 1980s, activists still remained concerned about the lack of investment in 
distressed communities in Chicago. Chicago’s National Training and Information Center, which 
was established to address foreclosures and redlining in communities of color, “put public 
pressure on Chicago banks to lend to distressed neighborhoods”, resulting in the $173 million in 
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CRA agreements from three major downtown banks in 1984 (Hunt, 2005, para. 3). In addition to 
the lack of investment in neighborhoods, some Chicago areas were still observed as experiencing 
urban renewal projects leading to gentrification (Winters, n.d.). For instance, according to 
Howenstine (1996), the north shoreline was upgraded, and soon it attracted White residents. The 
featured housing units with month rents over $1,000 led to a decrease in the number of Latino 
residents (Howenstine, 1996; Winters, n.d.). The established clusters, such as Pilsen and South 
Lawndale, of Latinos residents continued to experience an increase in Latino residents as a result 
(Winters, n.d.). 
By 1990, the Chicago population amounted to 2,783,726, which was a decline from the 
previous decade. The decline was attributed to the continued migration of some residents to the 
suburbs as farmland was converted to housing (Winters, n.d.b). Some other areas that 
experienced a decline were some of Chicago’s poorest African American neighborhoods along 
the South and West Side. In contrast, the transformation of the industrial sites into residential 
housing along the Loop and the Near North Side Lakefront were able to attract new residents 
(Winters, n.d.b). The 1990 Census also demonstrated that the ethnic minority population of 
Chicago outnumbered non-Hispanic White residents (Howenstine, 1996). In regards to 
immigrants, they migrated to the “West, Northwest, and Far North Sides” and “crowded for the 
most part into the existing housing stock” (Winters, n.d.b, para. 32). In regards to Latinos, they 
continued being pushed out of the north part of Chicago due to gentrification. Howenstine (1996) 
also stated that Latinos lived between White and Black neighborhoods; the west part of Chicago 
experienced the most increase in Mexican residents (Winters, n.d.b). According to Winters 
(n.d.b), Latinos were also observed migrating to “Cicero and into the old central places of 
Waukegan, Elgin, Auroroa, and Joliet, as well as into many other suburbs” (para. 11).  
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By 2000, the Census data estimated the Chicago population at approximately 2,695,598 
residents (Census Viewer, 2012). Approximately 45% of this population identified as non-
Hispanic White, with individuals identifying as Hispanic/Latino composing approximately 
28.89% of the population during this time period (Census Viewer, 2012). The 2000 
neighborhood exporsure by race index demonstrated that some neighborhoods, predominately 
White ones, remain segregated in Chicago (Cesus Scope, 2000). For instance, in predominately 
White neighborhoods, residents who are White typically live in communities that are 78.6% 
White. However, in regards to the Hispanic neighborhood composition, figures indicated a more 
mixed neighborhood with some Hispanic residents living in communities that are 50.7% 
Hispanic with the rest of the neighbors being White, Black, Asian, and American Indian. This 
mixed neighborhood is suggestive of some Hispanic groups such as the Puerto Ricans who have 
been documented as living in mixed areas. According to Conzen (2005), White ethnic groups 
such as the German, Italian, and Irish, experienced a decrease in many Chicago neighborhoods. 
Other groups such as Mexican Americans, African Americans, and Chinese Americans 
composed larger portions of Chicago’s neighborhoods. Conzen (2005) also pointed out that the 
suburbs experienced a sizeable increase of Latinos in the suburbs. Latino migration to the 
suburbs occurred due to the “expanding service inudstry and suburban job growth” (Troche-
Rodriguez, 2008-2009, p. 20). Although opportunites may be greater in the suburbs than in the 
urban city, Latinos continued to experience residential segregation in these areas, and they often 
relocated to neighborhoods with unsatisfactory living conditions and subpar economic and 
education opportunities (Troche-Rodriguez, 2008-2009).  
Throught this decade, various groups continued to face racial exclusion in the housing 
market. For instance, a report in 2004 indicated that “in the Chicago region, Latinos were 1.5 
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times more likely to receive high cost loans than Whites” (Feliciano & Hernandez, 2008, p. 9). 
Additionally, it was noted that “Latino borrowers in Chicago were twice as likely as white 
borrowers to be given an Option ARM, which was described by a Business Week cover story as, 
“the riskiest and most complicated home loan product ever invented” (Feliciano & Hernandez, 
2008, p. 9). According to Breymaier and Schmid (2008), there were 2,252 discrimination 
complaints filed against “private fair housing agencies in the Chicago region” in 2007 (p. 2). 
Approximately half of these complaints were due to national origin (627 complaints) and race-
related matters (496 complaints; Breymaier & Schmid, 2008). The authors further stated that the 
National Fair Housing Alliance estimates that formal complaints only compose approximately 
1% of all housing discrimation, which allowed the authors to speculate that housing 
discirmination incidences may possibly account to 225,000 in the Chicago area.    
The Census 2010 showed Chicago’s population at approximately 2.7 million inhabitants, 
which was a decrease by 200,000 from the previous decade (Census Viewer, 2012). A large 
proportion of the decrease in the population was attributed to the number of Black residents 
migrating out of Chicago. Although the number of non-Hispanic Whites slowly decreased over 
this time span, the number of Hispanics experienced an increase of 25,213 individuals. Although 
figures showed that segregation had slowly decreased in Chicago, Chicago remains one of the 
most segregated cities in America (Glaeser & Vigdor, 2012; Logan & Stults, 2010). For instance, 
figures from a Brown University report (2010) indicated that the White-Hispanic residential 
segregation was moderate versus the high residential segregation still observed among White-
Black communities. 
Settlement in the community of Little Village. Chicago’s neighborhood of South 
Lawndale, most commonly known as Little Village, was selected as the site for this study. The 
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community is located on the southwest part of Chicago and has been termed the Capital of the 
Mexican Midwest (LVCDC, 2005). Although Little Village is known for its Latino residents, at 
one point it was known for its White residents (Anderson et al., 2006; Magallon, 2010; Whitman, 
Silva, & Dell, 2001). In 1869, the Illinois state legislature annexed Little Village into the City of 
Chicago. The next few years were spent in developing the land and installing proper 
infrastructure (i.e., drainage ditches). Initial settlement occurred after the 1871 Great Chicago 
Fire. According to Magallon (2010), real estate speculators, Alden C. Millard and Edwin J. 
Decker, at the time wanted to establish an affluent neighborhood to avoid the crowded areas of 
downtown Chicago. The neighborhood was about a 20 minute commute to the downtown area, 
and the price of land was relatively inexpensive. Millard and Decker named the neighborhood 
Lawndale, and the further developed it to attract affluent residents who were mostly 
professionals. Amenities such as a grocery store, hotel, church, and park established. Brick 
housing units were built “ranging in price from $2,500 to $8,500” (Magallon, 2010, p. 9).  
The plan to attract affluent White residents was short-lived. “By the turn of the 20th 
century, the west side of Chicago [became] the largest industrial section of the city, and as a 
result, the more affluent residents began to move away from the Lawndale area” (Magallon, 
2010, p. 10). The increase in the number of factories, such as the Western Electric Hawthorne 
Works plant, served to attract German, Czech (Bohemian), Dutch, and Irish immigrants 
(Anderson et al., 2006; Chicago Historical Society, 2005). In contrast to the affluent White 
residents, these immigrant groups “purchase[d] lots and built a more working class-style of home 
as opposed to” the brick homes (Magallon, 2010, p. 10). Apartments and cottages became 
featured in the architectural design of the neighborhood. This ensured that multigenerational 
families were able to live together. This further attracted immigrants from the downtown 
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Chicago who wanted to own their homes and avoid the substandard tenement housing which was 
common for many ethnic immigrant workers. The community was situated next to 
manufacturing companies which provided new residents with employment.   
Settlement by White ethnic groups continued to increase in this neighborhood. 
Bohemians, for example, were experiencing overcrowding in the neighboring Pilsen, which 
eased the migration into this area. The Bohemians were able to expand the social institutions in 
the community; for instance, they were able to establish schools, churches, restaurants, and so 
forth. This attracted more Bohemians into the neighborhood (Magallon, 2010). After World War 
I, the number of Bohemian immigrants arriving to the neighborhood increased as well. By 1930, 
the population in Lawndale-Crawford was estimated to be approximately 75,000 with White 
ethnic immigrants being a majority in the neighborhood. (Anderson et al., 2006). By 1950, the 
population in the community rose to 66,977 residents (Klinenberg, 2002). The slow migration of 
African Americans was also apparent during this time period (Anderson et al., 2006). Many 
settled in North Lawndale, which resulted in the renaming of Lawndale as Little Village by the 
“leaders of the 26th Street Chamber of Commerce sought to distance their neighborhood’s 
identity from the increasingly African American population” (Seligman, 2005, p. 236). 
According to Klinenberg (2002), the White ethnic groups took advantage of suburban expansion, 
which also provided them the opportunity to distance themselves from the neighboring African 
American residents. 
By 1960s, the racial composition of Little Village shifted as Latinos began populating the 
neighborhood. The White out-migration continued to the suburbs during this time period, which 
allowed Latino migration to occur (Klinenberg, 2002). This migration of African Americans and 
Latinos into Little Village was met with resistant by White residents. Further disassociation from 
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North Lawndale’s African Americans continued during this time period, particularly due to the 
riots occurring after the assassination of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. in the Black communities 
(Pacyga & Skerrett, 1986). In regards to Latinos, according to an outreach supervisor from 
CeaseFire, an organization that targets violence in some Illinois communities, “In Little Village 
we had like Lithuanians and Bohemians that lived here back the ‘40s and ‘30s and when the 
Mexicans started moving here, they were racist towards us” (Serrato, 2014a, para. 7). According 
to the outreach supervisor, this racial tension led to the creation of various street gangs in Little 
Village to protect the neighborhood from outsiders. He mentioned that the initial street gangs 
were established by White athletic clubs with one of the clubs being the Great American Youth 
Leading Our Rights Demanding Something, which was often referred to as “Destroying Spics”. 
This led to the up rise in Mexican gangs as well. The outreach supervisor added,  
We moved into the neighborhood, it was a bunch of Mexicans and then you had Blacks 
moving in and you had Whites being racist towards you. And you wanted to protect your 
neighborhood. And that just evolved into a street gang. (para 7).  
The need to protect oneself from the various racists groups led to the creation of gangs such as 
the Latin Kings, which are still present in Chicago today.  
In regards to economic opportunities in the 1960s in Little Village, employment in 
industry jobs attracted Mexican migration into Little Village. However, according to Reed 
(2005), the community “experienced major economic dislocations since the late 1960s, with the 
closure of the huge International Harvester plant in the southeast quadrant and the Western 
Electric complex along its western boundary” (para. 2). In de Lourdes Villa’s (1992) study on 
undocumented Mexican migrants in Little Village, workers reminisced over the employment 
opportunities available in the 1960s and early 1970s. After the retirement of the Bracero Program 
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in 1964, manufacturing companies offered Mexican workers economic incentives to work in 
what was considered well-paid stable employment. Workers were also offered incentives to 
recruit other workers. In these cases, workers recruited other Mexican workers, typically family 
members or friends. de Lourdes Villar further mentioned that by the late 1970s the employment 
of Mexican workers though these social networks became the norm and economic incentives 
were no longer needed and/or provided.  
During the 1980s, Mexicans became the majority in Little Village. Approximately 45% 
of the Little Village work force was documented as being employed in the manufacturing 
industries during the early 1980s (de Lourdes Villa, 1992). According to Al-Kodmany (2000), 
Little Village Latinos were still more likely to be employed in the manufacturing and service 
sector by the end of the 1980s. With the shifts in the economy valuing service orientate jobs and 
white-collar employment, Latinos in the community have been pushed toward service and public 
sector jobs in addition to traveling to the suburbs for factory jobs (Reed, 2005).  
By 1990, approximately 80% of Little Village residents identified as Hispanic or Latino 
(Al-Kodmany, 2000). The majority of these residents were of Mexican descent, and in 1990, 
Little Village had the highest concentration of Mexicans in the City of Chicago. Most of the 
Mexican immigrants migrated from places such as Guanajuato, Jalisco, and Michoacán 
(Raijman, 2001). Figures also demonstrated that Little Village Latino residents were not 
proficient in English. Census figures at the time demonstrated that residents had lower levels of 
education and income. According to Reed (2005), the unemployment rate of Little Village 
during the 1990 was recorded at 14% percent. Many of the industrial jobs in the community were 
replaced by the service jobs. Despite these stark figures, Little Village became known as an 
important retail area, and it was stated that its 26th Street was the “second most successful 
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commercial strip in Chicago (after Michigan avenue downtown)” (Raijman, 2001, p. 49). 
Raijman’s (2001) study collected information on the self-employment pursuits of Mexican 
immigrants during 1994. The surveys showed that Litte Village men were either occupied in the 
clothing and food sales sector, or the construction and repair services sector. Women were either 
occupied in the personal services, or clothing and food sales sector. Some individuals also 
reported being self-employed, but these instances were marginal. Self-employment mostly 
occurred to supplement low-wage jobs, make up for lost wages after losing a job, or due to 
undocumented or low education status that impeded employment.    
The Census 2000 figures indicated an increase of approximately 20,000 residents with a 
total population of 91,071 residents in Little Village. This was the second largest population for 
Chicago neighborhoods (Escobar, 2008). Out of the 83% identifying as Latino, and about half 
this population was not born in the United States (Reed, 2005). Additionally, approximately 76% 
identified as Mexican. Figures also indicated that a little less of Little Village residents were 
foreign-born, and the median age for residents was approximately 21.5 year of age (Escobar, 
2008). The life expectancy was higher in Little Village (82) than the overall U.S. or Chicago life 
expectancy (78 and 77, respectively; Mount Sinai Hospital, 2013).The all-cause mortality was 
lower in Little Village (615) than the overall U.S. or Chicago all-cause mortality (779 and 850, 
respectively; Mount Sinai Hospital, 2013). The community experienced various challenges, 
including major health concerns surrounding diabetes (Mount Sinai Hospital, 2013). According 
to a 2008 Huffington Post article, LVEJO was quoted as stating that Little Village’s zip code was 
regarded as “2nd worst air quality in the 8 county region of Chicago. Children in this area have 
the 9th highest rate of lead poisoning of Chicago's 77 community areas with asthma rates of 
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17%” (Escobar, 2008). Other challenges were also mentioned including overcrowded schools 
and high dropout rates for high school (Escobar, 2008).  
As of 2010, out of 79,288 residents in Little Village, 83% were Latino (Chicago Police 
Department, 2010). Latino residents were predominantly working class and young. According to 
Magallon (2010), there are an overwhelming number of Mexican businesses in the community, 
and the 26th Street continued to be regarded as the “second highest grossing retail sales district in 
the City of Chicago next to Michigan Avenue” (p. 109). Throughout their settlement in Little 
Village, Latino residents faced various challenges in the neighborhood. For instance, during the 
1970s, residents “had to fight for seemingly basic public services like garbage pickup and street 
repair” (Lydersen, 2014, p. 14); two of the resident interviewed for this study mentioned that 
street cleaning and repairs were still a cause of concern in the community. During my visits to 
the La Villita Park Advisory Council Board meetings, several community residents also 
mentioned the need for street repairs in addition for the need for garbage pickup in public spaces 
such as La Villita Park.  
 Schools in the area have been a challenge for community members. According to Reed 
(2005), “With this youthful population, the local public schools have been filled to capacity, and 
overcrowding has been exacerbated by the financial collapse of parochial schools” (p. 4). The 
employment rate was observed at 12%, and undocumented workers in the community remained 
“vulnerable to exploitation, abuse, and low wages” (Enlace, 2013, p. 4). Crime and violence, 
particularly due to the Latin King and Two-Six gangs, have also been a cause of concern for 
community members (Serrato, 2014b). According to eight of my participants, the Latin Kings 
controls the east side of Little Village, which is the most populated, while the Two-Six gang 
controls the west side of Little Village. Gary Elementary School marks the boundary between the 
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rival gangs, and passage to the different parts of the community may result in harassment from 
the opposing gang. Although violence could refer to drastic physical violence (e.g., wars, 
homicides), two of LVEJO staff members defined violence more broadly. For instance, Iris 
mentioned that violence is also manifested in the “form of lack of social resources” given to the 
community. On March 30th, the executive director spoke about Rob Nixon’s book, Slow Violence 
and the Environmentalism of the Poor. The executive director stated that the book mentioned 
that there were drastic and blatant forms of violence (e.g., wars, gun shots), but there was also 
the slow violence of environmental injustices to community of color which may often take years 
to manifest in the forms of depleted landscapes and poor health outcomes. Further, according to 
a recent report, this neighborhood “is one of the densest in Chicago,” which has caused issues 
related to overcrowding and lack of space for new development and green spaces (Enlace, 2013, 
p. 3). 
In regards to this study, Latino residents identified many of these concerns. When asked 
why residents relocate to live in Little Village, the majority of the residents and LVEJO staff 
mentioned that the community is an ethnic enclave for Mexican residents. According to Frank, 
an LVEJO volunteer, his family relocated to Little Village, due to the bilingual schools that were 
available. He mentioned, “English is not required. So technically you could have a normal day 
business day and don’t have to speak a word of English.” Gracie, another LVEJO volunteer, 
mentioned that the community provided “access to culturally relevant things like arts and culture, 
food, community, and a sense of like a network community where, you can share resources or 
watch each other’s kids.  There’s a lot of trust.” She further added,  
Incoming immigrants decided to move here as well because they have that ethnic 
identity, that support system, a lot of chain migration also.  So they probably have 
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relatives in Little Village already, and so they decided to establish here.  It’s a Spanish-
speaking community.  That is also I think one of the main reasons. 
One elderly participant, Teresa, mentioned that she had relocated to this Little Village after 
living in a Puerto Rican neighborhood in Chicago that had too much crime. What became 
apparent throughout the documentation, participant observations, and interviews was the 
community resilience expressed by the community of Little Village in addressing pressing issues 
(e.g., housing discrimination, violence). Although Little Village continues to struggle with 
various issues, for this study, I chose to focus on their struggle with limited community-based 
parks and recreation provisions. As such, this chapter now examines the history of Chicago’s 
park movement, with keen attention to the creation of the Chicago Park District (CPD) and the 
non-profit group of Little Village Environmental Justice Organization (LVEJO).   
Park Movement in Chicago 
During the 1830s, early elite residents of Chicago positioned parks as places to relax 
from work. The elite worried that the capitalistic mind frame of the city were corrupting 
residents, as the early development of industrial sites and skyscrapers were a sign of Chicago’s 
interest in “wealth and material growth” as well as Chicago’s positioning as the “land of dollars” 
(Bluestone, 1991, p. 1). Parks were regarded as a tool to counteract the materialistic mind-frame 
and cultivate the mind. This wealthy circle invested their resources in private gardens, which 
they hoped the lower classes would adopt. By the incorporation of Chicago as a city in 1837, city 
planners as well as residents had already anticipated that further growth of the city would require 
more park space and public infrastructure (e.g., sidewalks, roads; see Bluestone, 1991; City of 
Chicago, 1998a). Chicago government officials soon adopted the Latin phrase Urbs in Horto as 
their motto, which translates into City in a Garden (Bachrach, 2012).  
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In regards to Chicago, many of the public parks were created “between the 1830s and 
1860s” (Chicago Public Library, n.d., para. 1). Throughout this time period, parks were valued 
not only for providing aesthetically pleasing scenery to the Chicago landscape, but also for the 
possible positive impacts on property values (Bluestone, 1991). Many of these early parks were 
“small-scale plots donated or sold cheaply to the City by real estate speculators who knew that a 
small square in the center of a residential development would boost the value of the entire 
neighborhood” (City of Chicago, 1998a, p. 2). During the 1860s, residents still advocated for 
more public parks in the Chicago area. In 1867, a park bill was put to the vote in order to create a 
new park in Chicago. The park bill was defeated, with speculations that residents did not want to 
have their property taxes increased (Bluestone, 1991). Two years later, the Illinois legislature 
was able to create more parks dispersed among the Chicago area. Much of the support for the 
new parks came from the middle and upper classes, with the working class voting against the 
bill. The 1869 park bill was responsible for creating the Lincoln Park Commission, West 
Chicago Park Commission, and the South Park Commission which were each responsible for 
increasing and maintaining open space in their own district.  
Despite the creation of many parks during this time period, public parks in Chicago at the 
time faced various challenges in meeting the needs of residents. According to McArthur (1975), 
the population of Chicago grew “tremendously since the 1870s when most park building had 
been done” (p. 379), this only left a few playgrounds to serve “Chicago's over one-half million 
children” (p. 377). Additionally, the public parks at the time were also too far away from some 
Chicago residents to enjoy. According to the City of Chicago’s 1998 CitySpace Plan, the 
geographic boundaries of Chicago had extended with the annexation of various townships which 
meant these residents were now far away from the originally created parks. Further, there were 
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mixed accounts of whether low-income neighborhoods had access to public parks in their 
neighborhoods. Bluestone (1991) mentioned that the some newly created parks served to create 
wealthier neighborhoods in the surrounding areas instead of serving communities of color. 
However, he also mentioned that Lincoln Park Commissioners mentioned that Lincoln Park was 
visited by all, regardless of socioeconomic status. Another reason why public parks at the time 
were unable to meet residents’ needs was because these spaces were created after the ideals of 
the affluent class who advocated for private gardens. Designing parks after private gardens 
influenced leisure behavior as the design was conducive of certain leisure activities such as 
walking and nature-watching. This often discouraged the more active leisure activities seen 
among certain populations such as young children and teens.    
As with other industrialized cities, Chicago experienced various challenges in regards to 
public infrastructure. For instance, Jane Addams was quoted as follows:   
The streets are inexpressibly dirty, the number of schools inadequate, sanitary legislation 
unenforced, the street lighting bad, the paving miserable and altogether lacking in the 
alleys and smaller streets, and the stables foul beyond description. Hundreds of houses 
are unconnected with the street sewer.  
The leisure behavior observed in Chicago’s working class residents and the ethnic population 
also disturbed the affluent class. Some of the troubling leisure patterns observed among youth 
included playing in mud puddles (Bachrach, 2012). According to Bluestone (1991), some 
Chicago residents yearned to relocate from the central city to avoid living with working-class 
families, while some park advocates felt the need to service this segment of the population. 
These troubling conditions helped spur the Progressive Movement in Chicago, which attempted 
to refine and transform the leisure patterns of residents.  
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The Progressive Era was evident in Chicago during the late 1890s. The first playground 
was created in 1894 next to the Hull House (McArthur, 1975), and further playgrounds were 
built near other tenement houses. Reformers also established parks, settlement houses, and youth 
organizations. Community-based parks and recreation provisions were developed as a way to 
provide the working class an opportunity to interact with the middle-income class (Bachin, 
2003). Moreover, seeing that the City of Chicago was still in great need of parks and public 
playgrounds, the Special Park Commission was established in 1899 by the Chicago City Council. 
It was the responsibility of the Special Park Commission to survey the needs of community and 
increase the number of public open spaces. The commission was able to create “fifteen 
playgrounds in the city’s most densely populated neighborhoods” (City of Chicago, 1998a, p. 3), 
but the commission was hindered by budget constraints. As a result, the Special Park 
Commission had to partner with the Board of Education as well as the Lincoln Park 
Commission, West Chicago Park Commission, and South Park Commission. It was suggested at 
the time the Board of Education transform the unused space in their schools into playgrounds for 
the school children. Additionally, the three park commissions were responsible for further 
creating various parks and recreation provisions (e.g., smaller playgrounds, field houses) in order 
to “complement the larger, less accessible parks laid out earlier” (Bluestone, 1991, p. 33), with 
the South Park Commission taking the initiative (Bachrach, 2012).  
The creation of more open spaces continued into the 20th century. One of the Special Park 
Commission members, Jens Jensen along with a few of his colleagues published a study in 1904 
detailing the suggestions for new parks and recreation provisions. In addition to the report, the 
1909 Plan of Chicago continued to advocate for more open space (City of Chicago, 1998a). 
These two items contributed to the creation of the Forest Preserve District of Cook County in 
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1915. Four years later, an ordinance was passed in order to protect the lakefront from future 
development. During this year, there was also a racial incident at a park, which was indicative of 
some of the racial tension between some racial groups. In regards to the incident, Caputo (2014a) 
mentioned that “a black teenager was stoned to death for drifting into a whites-only swimming 
area on the lakefront” (para. 5). No arrests were made despite the murderer being identified by 
witnesses.  
During the early 1930s, the number of organizations responsible for allocating and 
maintaining parks increased to 22 (Bluestone, 1991; City of Chicago, 1998a). However, due to 
the Great Depression, many of the independent park districts experienced financial constraints. 
According to Bachrach (2012), “Eighteen of the districts had defaulted on their bonded 
indebtedness, nine were behind in paying employees' salaries, and all owed money to contractors 
and supplier” (p. 35). This led to the merging of the independent park districts into the Chicago 
Park District (CPD) in 1934. Over the course of the next eight years, the CPD grew to 
approximately 10,000 workers, and the agency received approximately $105 million for 
maintaining and repairing the 130 parks that were transferred to their jurisdiction (City of 
Chicago, 1998a) Funding stemmed from the Works Progress Administration in addition to other 
local and state funding avenues (City of Chicago, 1998a). 
According to Bachrach (2012), the CPD served diverse populations during this time 
period. Activities, including baseball, golf, and volleyball, were offered to females, which was 
not typical at that time period. In addition to serving females, the CPD had some programs 
specifically geared for children with disabilities. Finally, there were reports that mixed-race 
neighborhoods utilized the same parks. According to an article in the Recreation News stated the 
following:   
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“These parks have helped to reduce racial antagonism to a negligible factor. In these 
parks football, baseball and basketball teams of colored members play against teams of 
white members and the best feeling prevails between the races. (as cited by Bachrach, 
2012, p. 38)    
There were further accounts that the CPD hired African Americans to staff the parks with a 
primarily African Americans clientele.  
In regards to the 1940s, the CPD offered Red Cross training to its staff members as well 
as the public in support of the war efforts (Bachrach, 2012). After World War II, the CPD greatly 
expanded park and recreation provision; it proposed the Ten Year Plan, which resulted in the 
creation of various parks across the city (Bachrach, 2012). The plan also included a school 
component where the CPD in cooperation with the Board of Education would create public parks 
next to public schools in order for the children to have available green space. A similar 
cooperative agreement occurred with the Chicago Housing Authority in the early 1950s 
(Bachrach, 2012). Over the course of the next few decades, the amount of open space continued 
to grow in the City of Chicago (see Table 2). Further improvements to parks and recreation 
provisions occurred with the 1959 Functional Consolidation Act, where the CPD and the City of 
Chicago consolidated. In this transaction, the City of Chicago was held responsible for the 
maintenance of the boulevards, while the CPD was held responsible for more than 250 parks in 
addition to various playgrounds, pools, and beaches (Bachrach, 2012). In addition, the Chicago 
Police Department received the CPD’s park police force.  
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Table 2 
Chicago Park Acres, 1840-2010  
Year Population Park Acres Acres/1,000 Residents 
1840 4,470 2 0.4 
1860 112,172 37 0.3 
1890 1,099,850 2,006 1.8 
1910 2,185,283 3,242 1.5 
1930 3,376,438 5,713 1.7 
1950 3,620,962 7,480 2.1 
1970 3,366,957 6,974 2.1 
1990 3,366,957 7,423 2.6 
2010 2,695,598 8,100 3.0 
Note: The 1840-1990 figures were adapted from City of Chicago (1998). The 2010 figure was 
adapted from Chicago Park District (2014).  
 
During the 1960s, the nation was concerned with active recreation as President John F. 
Kennedy enacted a campaign targeting physical activity (Bachrach, 2012). Consequently, the 
CPD emphasized “sports and athletic programming” in Chicago neighborhoods (Bachrach, 2012, 
p. 40). Many Chicago residents used the various athletic fields, pools, and day camps. During 
this decade, the CPD continued serving diverse populations. For instance, according to Bachrach 
(2012), the CPD expanded service to include senior citizens and people with disabilities. 
However, the 1960s coincided with the Civil Rights Era and various riots in Chicago. Chicago’s 
public parks were contested sites filled with racial tension. Some Civil Rights activities had their 
protests and sit-ins in these public spaces. Marquette Park became known as a result of violent 
group that met Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. while he called attention toward the segregated 
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housing in Chicago (Caputo, 2014a). Additionally, “In 1960, white people at Rainbow Beach on 
East 77th Street showered black and white youth with rocks when they tried to integrate the 
public beach” (Caputo, 2014a, p. 6). Caputo further mentioned a confrontation between African 
American youth and police on the West Side regarding unplugged fire hydrants. According to 
accounts, unplugged fire hydrants were allowed in White neighborhoods, but during this 
confrontation, police ordered Black youth to turn them off in the Black neighborhood. One of the 
youth, James Parker, responded that they would turn off the hydrant after the White communities 
turned off theirs. Parker and his friends were subsequently arrested, and riots soon began over 
the incident.  
The CPD continued expanding parks and recreation provisions in the 1970s (Bachrach, 
2012). Although Chicago had been praised for its efforts to provide open green space to its 
constituents, by the late 1970s, the lack of access to parks and recreation provisions was noted in 
some racially marginalized communities. This was partly attributed to the political patronage 
system, “which meant handing out government jobs as political favors” (Pesavento, 2000, p. 
116; Bachrach, 2012; Mullen & McCabe, 1978). Patronage jobs caused challenges in regards to 
the parks and recreation provisions as the hired staff members often did not have the proper 
credentials in the leisure field. In 1974, a The Chicagoan article, entitled “A Slow Death of the 
Parks” placed attention on the CPD’s practices which were linked to deteriorated parks in 
minority communities. The article “called for a new organization to address these issues” 
(Friends of the Parks, n.d., para. 2), which resulted in the creation of the nonprofit group, Friends 
of the Parks, in 1975. The organization served as a watchdog and monitored the CPD practices, 
including the hiring of commissioners. According to another 1970s article in the Chicago 
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Reporter, recreation facilities and special programming in Chicago were disproportionately 
placed in White neighborhoods (Brune, 1978).  
As a result of these accusations, in 1982, the U.S. Justice Department filed a lawsuit 
against the Chicago Park District under the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974. 
As a recipient of federal grant money that prohibits racial discrimination, the CPD was found to 
not be serving all of Chicago’s residents equally (City of Chicago, 1998a; Knott, 1982; “U.S. 
sues Chicago Park District,” 1982; Wicks, 1987). The neighborhoods of Near South Side, 
Oakland, Burnside, Calumet Heights, Pullman, and Brighton Park were found to be the ones with 
the most need. However, 82% of Chicago’s neighborhoods were found to need one or more 
indoor and outdoor facilities in addition to a pool. In regards to the community of Little Village, 
it was found to have less access to physical activity spaces, including ball diamonds and tennis 
courts. The charges against the CPD led to the agreement of a consent decree as moving forward 
to a trial was viewed as costly, and the money should rather be spent on creating more public 
parks in minority communities (Wicks, 1987).  
Accordingly, Consent Decree Task Force was established in 1983; the task force was 
responsible for identifying issues related to environmental inequities and possible methods to 
remedy the situation (City of Chicago, 1998a). Communities found to be victims of 
environmental inequities in regards to open space were supposed to be a priority in regards to 
future park development, and the communities were given a funding base “of $10 million per 
year for five years” to help address the issue (p. 21). The Task Force also recommended 
evaluations of park necessities in addition to determine the park needs of users. Further, a 1982 
study reported that many residents were utilizing the parks for passive recreation; subsequently, 
the Task Force encouraged funds to go to this type of recreation. The Chicago Park District 
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(1998a) mentioned that it was hindered by the lack of existing open space in underserved 
communities, and that it was “simply not possible to erect new playgrounds or field houses 
without acquiring more ground” (p. 21). By March 31, 1989, the Consent Decree was fulfilled. 
Approximately 500 playgrounds were restored in addition to the South Shore Club facility 
(Bachrach, 2012). During the late 1980s, Mayor Harold Washington attempted to repair the 
concerns in the CPD by decentralizing the agency and dividing the city into more equal areas to 
be managed by park district employees (Pesavento, 2000).  
In regards to the 1990s, the CPD continued being reorganized and decentralized in hope 
that the agency would be able to better meet the needs of community residents (Pesavento, 
2000). The new mayor, Richard M. Daley, attempted to address the issues of staffing and park 
maintenance, but it was noted that by 1993, staff was reduced by 25% and the agency continued 
being decentralized. According to Pesavento (2000), “Visits to the parks in 1995 indicated that 
there were still significant problems similar to what were found in 1987 and so an intervention 
strategy was put into place” (p. 117-118). In effect, the CPD established the Neighborhoods First 
Initiative. With this initiative, the CPD provided more educational and training opportunities for 
its staff to improve operations and programming. This allowed for the CPD to gain national 
attention as a CAPRA accredited agency. Further, the Neighborhoods First Initiative was also 
able to expand current programming needs and include more after-school and summer programs 
for youth as well as programs for people with disabilities (Bachrach, 2012).  
In addition to improving staff, the CPD continued to seek new opportunities to create 
more park space in Chicago. A 1993 partnership between the Chicago Park District, City of 
Chicago, and the Forest Preserve District of Cook County developed the CitySpace Plan, which 
targeted open space in Chicago. In 1996, the partnership extended to include the Chicago public 
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schools. The CitySpace Plan discussed how the City of Chicago “simply [did not have] enough 
parkland and open space to serve all Chicago residents” (City of Chicago, 1998a, p. 9). 
Crowding and geospatial distance to the parks also posed problems for Chicago residents. The 
CitySpace Plan also mentioned that natural settings in Chicago were not being valued and 
protected as they should be. The CitySpace Plan discussed how recreation patterns had evolved, 
and residents needed green spaces for hiking, gardening, wildlife viewing, and so forth. The plan 
further advocated for more open spaces due to the recreational, social, aesthetic, restorative, 
economic, environmental, and ecological functions parks provide to the community. 
Due to the need of more open space in Chicago, the CitySpace Plan set out to increase 
open space in Chicago so that there could be “two acres of open space per 1,000 residents” by 
2010 (City of Chicago, 1998a, p. iii). The long-term goals of the plan were also to increase open 
space to “five acres per 1,000 residents” (City of Chicago, 1998a, p. iii). This seemed like a 
feasible plan due to the “economic growth and changes in land-use” that made lakefront and 
waterway property available to be transformed (City of Chicago, 1998a, p. 16). The document 
also stated that organization such as the National Recreation and Parks Association (NRPA) 
recommend 6 to 10 acres of open space per 1,000 residents. This recommendation could be 
modified based on the unique circumstances surrounding a city. According to the plan,  
Given Chicago’s 150 year-settlement history, its relatively complete development and 
density patterns, and the fact that it is “land locked” by other fully developed cities and 
towns (and Lake Michigan on the east), it is reasonable to adopt standards lower than 
those of newer communities that are expanding on farmland or other undeveloped land. 
(City of Chicago, 1998a, p. 18).  
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Compared to other major cities in the United States, Chicago ranked 8th in regards to 
open space acreage available to its residents during the 1990s. The district issued the Land 
Policies Plan in 1990 and the Parkland Needs Analysis in 1993. Although the park district 
strived for 2 acres of land per 1,000 residents, they stated in the Land Policies Plan that 
approximately half of the neighborhoods containing 61% of Chicago’s population fell short of 
this goal.  
The partnership Chicago Park District, City of Chicago, Chicago public schools, and the 
Forest Preserve District of Cook County intended to increase open space by utilizing various 
strategies (City of Chicago, 1998a). First, the CitySpace Plan discussed the transformation of 
concrete and asphalt found in public schools into green spaces. Second, the plan mentioned the 
ongoing protection and maintenance of inland waterways by leasing such areas from the 
Metropolitan Water Reclamation District. Third, the CitySpace Plan discussed the 
transformation of empty lots in neighborhoods into green spaces, which would be carried out by 
the proposed nonprofit group called NeighborSpace. The empty lots would be owned by the City 
of Chicago, be tax-delinquent properties, and/or owned by private residents. The responsibility 
for maintaining these newly created green spaces would fall upon the “local block clubs, 
businesses, or other neighborhood groups” (City of Chicago, 1998a, p. iv).  
In order to realize all the proposed changes, the CitySpace Plan mentioned that their 
goals to increase open space would require new avenues of funding. For instance, many of 
Chicago’s field houses which were created in the last decade were supported by funds outside of 
the CPD. Further, the City of Chicago also enacted the Open Space Impact Fee Ordinance in 
1998, which collected fees from new development to finance parks and recreation provisions in 
all of Chicago’s 77 neighborhoods (City of Chicago, 1998b, 2015). The recent letter from the 
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Mayor’s office illuminated the importance of the Open Space Impact Fee Ordinance. For 
instance, the Alcott College Prep, Buckthorn Park, New Horizon Center, and Dvorak Park were 
four recent projects expected to receive funding from the ordinance. The Alcott College Prep 
would receive $600,000 from the open space fees to help create parks and recreation provisions, 
while the Buckthorn Park would receive $1.1 million in open space fees to renovate and expand 
current facilities. Tax increment districts are also a common method of funding parks in Chicago 
(Caputo, 2014b).   
Additionally, the CitySpace Plan mentioned that the cooperative efforts of the public and 
private sector as well as private citizens were needed to continue providing communities with 
adequate parks and recreation provisions. Such cooperative efforts were visible in the City of 
Chicago. For instance, the partnership between the CPD and Friends of the Parks was able to 
allocate funding for educational programs and community outreach efforts at the Garfield Park 
Conservatory (Bachrach, 2012). Through this effort, the Garfield Park Conservatory Alliance 
was established. Additionally, the Parkways Foundation has been able to raise substantial funds 
for CPD’s projects and initiatives.   
Expansion projects continue to be seen in Chicago. By the time Mayor Richard M. Daley 
left office, he was able to reclaim approximately 16 acres of a former railroad to be converted to 
open green space with various amenities (e.g., indoor auditorium, sculptures; Bachrach, 2012). 
Further improvements were made under the current mayor, Mayor Rahn Emanuel, as the CPD 
was able to acquire “more than 750 acres of new park land, 27 new turf fields, 17 new parks, 11 
new community facilities” in addition to upgrading approximately 150 playgrounds securing 
“more than $500 million in capital investments from public and private sources” (City of 
Chicago, 2015, para. 5). As with parks that were originally created in the city, Chicago’s green 
 104 
 
spaces continue to raise property values. Additional economic impact is observed through the 
various special events and tourist attractions hosted in Chicago’s green spaces. Although these 
projects have helped some of Chicago’s residents and tourists, some residents of color often 
worry about the gentrification it is having in some of their communities in addition to the 
inability to use their local parks due to events geared at outside residents and tourists’ 
preferences (e.g., “Riot Fest’s Savior Complex and the Fight for Public Space”, 2015).   
Further, finding new avenues of park funding is of importance given the recent threat on 
state funds to local Illinois cities. On March 11, 2015, Governor Bruce Rauner placed a freeze on 
the state funding allocated to Chicago parks (Office of the Mayor, 2015). It was projected that 27 
projects across 25 parks would “lose $28 million for improvements if this funding is not 
restored” (Office of the Mayor, 2015, p. 5). Governor Rauner mentioned that the CPD has 
approximately $308 million in reserves which could be used in this time of budget constraints 
(Castillejo, 2015). Such threat on state funding continues to emphasize the importance of seeking 
funding from private donors, fundraisers, and so forth. Such reliance on outside sources of 
funding has some critical of the impacts this may have on racially marginalized communities. 
According to Caputo (2014b), relying on outside donors sends to the message that mostly 
residents who could afford to pay can play in Chicago’s parks. According to figures,  
More than half of the $500 million spent on Park District improvements since 2011, the 
year Mayor Rahm Emanuel was elected, went to just 10 of the city’s 77 neighborhoods—
seven of them are increasingly white, affluent and have access to outside money. 
(Caputo, 2014b, para. 5) 
Caputo added that neighborhoods without access to outside funds may find it difficult to acquire 
needed parks and recreation provisions. Some of her interviewees, including a director for 
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community partnerships and the 27th district Alderman, stated that the CPD will not seriously 
consider projects if there are no outside or matching funds tied to the project. Accordingly, some 
Chicago communities are using streets and alley ways to engage in recreational activities.    
The Case of Little Village and the Little Village Environmental Justice Organization 
In 2010, the Latino neighborhood of Little Village was termed as one of the communities 
that experienced the “least amount of green-space second only to Logan Square” out of 
Chicago’s 77 neighborhoods (LISC Chicago’s New Communities Program, 2015, para. 6; 
Anderson et al., 2006; Kolak, 2009). In 2010, the CPD listed seven public parks in Little Village 
on their website: Homan, Madero, Shedd, Limas Playground, Miami Playlot, Piotrowski, and 
Washtenaw. The parks all vary in size from .17 acres to 22 acres, and amenities provided vary by 
site location with some offering small playgrounds while others such as Piotrowski had a field 
house with various recreational programs. Six of these parks were created before the 1960s, with 
Miami Playlot being created in the 1970s. Throughout the decades, these parks and playgrounds 
have received renovations.   
A study regarding the parks in Little Village in 2006 demonstrated that residents felt that 
the community did not have enough parks (Stodolska & Shinew, 2010). Similar sentiments were 
expressed by the interviewees in this study. When asked about the Little Village parks listed on 
the Chicago Park District website, some of the participants were unaware of the smaller parks in 
their community (e.g., Homan, Madero) or regarded them as too small to service the growing 
Little Village population. Another major issues reported by residents and LVEJO staff was 
accessibility to the 22-acre Piotrowski Park due to feeling unsafe. According to my study 
participants, the Latin King gang controls the east side of Little Village, which is the most 
populated. Although it was the most populated, the east side of the neighborhood lacked parks 
 106 
 
and recreation provisions for various decades. In contrast, the Two-Six gang controls the west 
side of Little Village, which is where Piotrowski Park is located. Gary Elementary School marks 
the boundary between the rival gangs, and traveling across the boundary resulted in harassment 
from the opposing gang, particularly for males. One participant, Mike, an LVEJO volunteer, 
shared the following during an interview about his relocation to Little Village in 1998:   
When I first got here, there was the park-Piotrowski Park, which is really deep into one of 
the gang's territories. You figure like probably three quarters of the neighborhood didn't 
really have access to the park. I'm not saying that they couldn't go to the park, but it's just 
like this feeling of not feeling safe going over there because a lot of times if the guys who 
live around the park- if they don't recognize you, and you could be not gang involved or 
anything, but they might-if you're in that age of like a teenager, young 20s, then you’ll 
get checked. Or they'll make you throw like the rival gang signs to disrespect you. They'll 
make you do things. For a lot of people, it's not worth it. I don't want to deal with that. I 
don't want any problems. 
In regards to the gang issues, one of the most vulnerable populations mentioned were youth. It 
was mostly youth who were targeted for harassment.  
 According to Hugo, an LVEJO volunteer, the parks shaped Little Village, but mostly in a 
negative way. Hugo mentioned that Little Village was without a park for many decades, and the 
ones who were most impacted were the youth. Hugo asked me to think of families; parents go to 
work, come back, shower, and get ready for the next day. It was the youth who had no places to 
go to while their parents worked. During the previous decades, Little Village youth had limited 
afterschool programs to attend and/or small and/or unsafe parks to spend time in. Without those 
places, the gangs became a good alternative for some youth. Accordingly, the lack of parks and 
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recreational programming negatively shaped many youths' lives as they grew up without safe 
places to go. Some youth simply had to stay indoors due to neighborhood insecurity. According 
to Mike, an LVEJO partner and volunteer, when he moved to the neighborhood, he did not see 
any children playing outside despite Little Village’s young population. He stated:  
You didn't see a lot of kids playing outside. Like I said, with the school campus right 
there, which is only like two to three blocks away from where we live, you're passing it 
all the time, and [they] have basketball courts there and a soccer field there. Even though 
they were in terrible condition, but you would think you would still see kids playing 
especially since so many kids live right there, and they went to school right there. It was 
kind of eerie to live in a neighborhood where you know there are so many kids but to yet 
never see kids outside. 
Moreover, in the 2006 study on Little Village’s parks, usage was constrained by the lack 
of maintenance of the neighborhood’s parks (Stodolska & Shinew, 2010). Residents attributed 
this to the CPD’s lack of funds in addition to Mexican residents’ lack of stewardship for these 
spaces. One of the park supervisors in the community was also quoted as stating the following:  
I've never seen as much graffiti, tagging, as in this community. It costs so much money to 
remove the graffiti from park buildings! I wish I could put the money we spent into 
removing graffiti into additional programs. Our [Latino] families do not respect the park 
the way they should, they throw away diapers, food. I have asked people personally to 
respect the park ‘Would you throw this dirty diaper on the floor in your house? ‘Would 
you throw this plate on your own floor?’ You are only as good as your community is! 
 (Stodolska & Shinew, 2010, p. 322) 
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For decades, Little Village had not had a park opening until 2014. In December of 2014, 
the CPD partially opened another 22-acre park in the east side of the community. The park was 
named the La Villita Park after much community input prompted by the nonprofit group of 
LVEJO. The site used to be the home of the former Crawford coal power plant site, which was 
also considered a superfund site by the EPA. A superfund site is considered to be “an 
uncontrolled or abandoned place where hazardous waste is located, possibly affecting local 
ecosystems or people” (EPA, 2014, para. 1). The Crawford coal power plant was established 
during the Great Depression in Little Village. For decades it was responsible for providing 
electricity to the greater state of Illinois. In 2001, two researchers from Harvard documented the 
negative impacts the power plants in Little Village and neighboring Pilsen were having on 
Chicago residents. The researchers linked the Crawford and Fisk (located in neighboring Pilsen) 
to “more than 40 premature deaths, 550 emergency room visits and 2,800 asthma attacks every 
year to the toxic emissions from the two plants, with children being the most vulnerable to the 
plants’ pollution” (LVEJO, 2015, para. 3).  
Although the coal power plants were not operational by 2001, through various 
information conversations with LVEJO staff and volunteers, they mentioned that the Crawford 
site was used for parking by semi-trailers. According to a Celotex video made by LVEJO, the 
sites were also used to engage in sexual activity by individuals as well as an area to dispose of 
trash. Teresa, an elderly resident living in front of the site, mentioned in the video that “people 
would throw away garbage like it was a trash can”. Additionally, in the video, Vanessa, a current 
LVEJO worker, mentioned that two nearby developers, the Cook County Jail and the sanitation 
facility at collateral channel, were given permission to dump at the location (LVEJO, n.d.). The 
site also attracted much flooding. During her interview, Teresa also mentioned that much waste 
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was being buried at the site. Figures 1 and 2 demonstrate what the site looked like at the time. 
Due to the environmental injustices this site was creating, LVEJO, an organization in Little 
Village that was established to tackle environmental injustices, took action.  
 
Figure 1: Picture of the Crawford site.  
 
Figure 2: Picture of the Crawford site. The site was used for parking by semi-trailers.  
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LVEJO had its root in 1994 after concern with the local school district and environmental 
justice concerns. According to Lydersen (2014), Little Village residents were concerned with the 
way Joseph E. Gary Elementary school was renovating their facility. Workers re-tarred the roof 
and removed material which was likely contaminated with toxins without taking necessary 
precautions. School children complained of feeling nauseated while maintenance work was 
carried out. After pressure from Little Village residents, school officials took the necessary 
precautions to limit the exposure to fumes and other toxins. Jepsen (1999) further stated that 
LVEJO opposed Chicago Board of Education’s plans to create a school on another contaminated 
site at 31st and Millard. Although the group was successful in opposing this project, they were 
unable to stop the construction of two other schools on contaminated sites. These initial fights for 
better school conditions propelled LVEJO’s mission to address environmental justice concerns, 
specifically as they related to health, in the community of Little Village.  
With the Harvard study showing the negative health impact the coal power plants were 
having on community residents, LVEJO turned their attention toward getting community 
residents involved in the process. After speaking with community members, they realized many 
were impacted by the pollution. For instance, Teresa, one of the LVEJO volunteers, mentioned 
that she and her family lived in front of the coal power plant. Her daughter gave birth to a baby 
boy, which doctors said tested positive for lead. The doctors speculated that Teresa’s daughter 
had been breathing in particles of the contaminated soil which found its way into the baby’s 
bloodstream. Teresa expressed outrage at the incident. The first executive director of LVEJO 
also shared a story in a Celotex film regarding some youth who lived in close proximity to the 
coal power plant site. He stated,  
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Some of them lived right across from Celotex, so they started sharing information about 
how their friends and family members had these weird rashes on their hands and bodies 
that wouldn’t go away. The doctors didn’t know what it was. Some of them thought it 
had to do with Celotex, with the contamination that was not just at the site, but in their 
backyards, in the streets, in their lands. 
In the book, Closing the Cloud Factories, LVEJO’s struggle against the pollution lasting for 
more than a decade was documented (Lydersen, 2014). LVEJO began demanding cleaner 
practices, but within time, they demanded that the site be dismantled and cleaned up.  
After the cleanup, the site was transformed into a public park. As a result of this initiative, Little 
Village currently ranks 70th out of 77 for green space versus their original rank as 76th (City of 
Chicago, 2014).  
However, the creation of the park brought many community issues to the surface. Two 
months after the opening in February, community residents were already voicing their concerns 
in regards to the litter, graffiti, and gang members being present. Although these issues were 
briefly discussed at the February La Villita PAC meeting, they were further voiced at-length in 
the March and April La Villita PAC meeting. Only part of the park was open to residents, and 
there were no restrooms available yet. Iris, an LVEJO employee, mentioned that she felt that the 
partial opening was a contributing reason to the litter at the park. She highlighted that the 
cleaning crew up kept the park on a limited basis, and there were not enough trash cans. On the 
March 9th staff meeting, Iris reported that park district employees mentioned that the park 
concerns, including the litter, would be addressed after the snow melted.  
In order to address the problem of sanitation, the La Villita PAC in conjunction with 
Farragut School decided to host a park cleanup (see Figure 3). During the February PAC 
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meeting, Iris mentioned that LVEJO would provide the garbage bags. She also told PAC 
members that it would be a good idea to go door-to-door to inform the neighbors about the park 
to start creating ownership of the park. Similarly, at the March PAC meeting, it was mentioned 
that the members should speak with park users to begin informing them of park rules. A PAC 
member had previously mentioned this during the February meeting. He stressed the importance 
of informing users about the rules. He was involved with taking various athletic groups to 
Piotrowski Park. He ensured to inform his groups about the rules, including picking up their 
trash. Alfredo mentioned that he had never experienced any issues during the three years that he 
used Piotrowski because he had been clear about the rules. He stated that helped fight against the 
stereotype given to users in that community of being dirty.  
 
Figure 3: This flyer was an invitation to community residents to come clean the park. The 
flyer was posted on LVEJO’s Facebook page and was posted in visible public spaces, 
such as the Little Village Chicago Public Library branch.  
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As such, it appeared that the same problems concerning trash that were witnessed in 2006 
by Stodolska and Shinew were still present in the community. Mike, an LVEJO volunteer, 
further mentioned that some of the current problems could be attributed to the patronage system 
where individuals were hired due to their political connections. The untrained individuals 
considered it their responsibility to mostly take care of the physical space they were held 
accountable for. Although the patronage system was no longer in use, Mike mentioned that union 
jobs brought challenges as well. He stated that he did see improvements in the agency, but in 
some cases, the agency would get better until some workers retired.  
Despite the creation of La Villita Park, many of the residents still stated that they did not 
have enough access to green space. According to the CMAP report (2015), the addition of La 
Villita Park increased open space to .59 acres per 1,000 residents in Little Village. This was 
significantly below the suggested standards of open space. Many industrial sites also took up 
needed space that could be devoted to future construction of open spaces. When asked if there 
were enough green spaces in the community, one participant Eduardo, an LVEJO partner and 
volunteer, mentioned, “Of course not and that little park is big but there's about a hundred 
thousand people in this community… I really don't think that it's enough. I mean it's a step in the 
right direction but who gets a park without a field house? Who gets a park next to a shit hole 
river that smells like shit all the time?” 
When asked about the reasons why there hasn’t been enough green spaced in the 
communities, many of the participants mentioned racism in addition to the previously cited 
reasons of insecurity, ineffective agency overseeing the park, and limited space. Community 
residents volunteering for LVEJO typically did not name a specific agency when they discussed 
racism; rather they discussed a system of disinvestment as indicated by various social 
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institutions. For instance, in regards to the reasons why Little Village had less resources, Dalia, 
an LVEJO volunteer and mother of four, replied, “porque somos hispanos [because we’re 
Hispanic]”. She mentioned that parks weren’t the only things that were being affected in the 
community. She mentioned that the schools in the area were underfunded, and she added that a 
school in Little Village did not compare to a school in a White neighborhood in Chicago. Some 
of the schools had also experienced a decrease in funds, which meant that extracurricular 
activities were diminished. Additionally, the community struggled with other sectors including 
trash pickup. Servando, an LVEJO volunteer, also called attention toward street repairs. He 
mentioned that although 26th Street was said to bring in lots of revenue such as Michigan 
Avenue, the street did not compare to Michigan Avenue in regards to maintenance. In regards to 
this, Iris provided the example of schools. She mentioned, “I think they do it by property tax so 
the higher the property tax, the better the school's funded as opposed to schools being funded 
equally across the board. Literally, some people are getting better education than others just 
based on where they live. I think it is something that can translate to a lot of other social 
services.”  
Moreover, according to Gracie, money and tourism had impacted the services in Little 
Village. She mentioned that Millennium Park in downtown was created before La Villita Park 
despite Little Village’s greater need for green space. She mentioned that Millennium Park was a 
result of a public-private partnership, and “there was more money being spent there, and we’ve 
been needing a park since like forever, and we were upset at how that went down.” She 
mentioned that the private funding also meant that a park could be closed to the public at the 
request of private donors. Additionally, according to the City of Chicago’s (2015) website, 
Millennium Park was also created on “an industrial wasteland” (para. 1) and featured a private-
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public partnership. The website boasted that through the use of this partnership and “involvement 
of world-renowned architect Frank Gehry, the project evolved into an ambitious undertaking 
featuring a collection of world-renowned artists, architects, planners, landscape architects and 
designers” (para. 3). The large silver bean featured at Millennium Park, which is a main tourist 
attraction, was discussed by a youth in one of the LVEJO’s newsletters. The youth made 
reference to Anish Kapoor, the designer of the bean:  
Anish’s work is simple but the way he creates his work is what really catches your 
attention. He tries to challenge you with his work. He tries to make you ask yourself, 
“Why did he create this,” and it works. Every time I go to Millennium Park, I look at this 
big overgrown bean and say, “Wow, this is useless.” It is great art work, but a waste of 
tax money.  
The youth continued to discuss that the large investment in the park could have been directed to 
improving school, streets, and so forth.  
Further, although Villita Park increased parks and recreation provisions, it is expected 
that weather will impact its usage. The City of Chicago has cold winters. This year, the last 
snowfall fell on the week of March 23rd, meaning that the park may not be used for many 
months. As such, LVEJO staff members anticipate that the lack of a field house would inhibit 
access during months out of the year. After a meeting with a park official, LVEJO determined 
that the costs of constructing a new field house would amount to approximately $18 million. 
Governor Rauner’s immediate freeze on funding was expected to affect Little Village, who is 
waiting for construction to be finalized on the La Villita Park (Office of the Mayor, 2015). With 
the threats in funding, LVEJO was already told by some CPD officials that most of the $18 
million would need to be fundraised.   
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Finally, although the public schools were always mentioned as CPD’s plans to increase 
access to parks and recreation provisions, this appeared to not be entirely plausible in Little 
Village. Accordingly, Eduardo stated, “Well, just to let the record show, most of the schools in 
this community don't have any green space…They might have a concrete playground; the 
playground is tiny compared to the number of people and students that are in the school.” He 
mentioned that the Farragut High School did have a field next to its building. This was often 
used by residents in Little Village for leisure and recreational activities. He mentioned that this 
had brought up concerns regarding over usage of the turf. Another participant, Mike, mentioned 
that schools were often protective of their resources and would often not allow community 
members to use the green spaces for leisure and recreational activities. Some principles simply 
had the mentality that they were responsible for that building and property, and at the end of the 
day, they wanted to lock everything up and not allow usage.   
Consequently, although this study examined the park services in the community, other 
sectors in the community were involved. For instance, the original settlement patterns of Chicago 
attracted working-class residents into neighborhoods with large manufacturing industries. With 
much space being devoted to the industries and homes to cater to workers, this led to the present-
day land lock, where further construction is difficult to implement. Although these industries 
were able to employ local residents, the shifts in the economy in the mid-1900s restructured 
employment opportunities. Additionally, the industries attracted various waves of immigrants, 
from European to Mexican. In some communities, neighborhood succession was not always 
amicable. As could be seen in Little Village, racial tension led to territorialization, which 
resulted in the creation of various gangs in the neighborhood, the first of which was composed 
by White residents. This historical tension resulted in the present-day gangs, which are still 
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present in communities such as Little Village and territorialization continues to be one of the 
major reason of violence between the rival gangs. For agencies such as the CPD who attempt to 
serve Little Village, they are met with historical problems, including the lack of available space 
for construction and safety concerns. Consequently, the community of Little Village has struggle 
with limited community-based parks and recreation provisions, yet with the help of LVEJO and 
community residents, Little Village was able to experience an increase in services. The next 
chapter will examine the process LVEJO utilized in order to increase services in Little Village.  
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CHAPTER 5 
RESULTS: LVEJO’S PROCESS 
LVEJO provided an opportunity to conduct a case-study approach to examine their role 
in increasing access to parks and recreation provisions while involving Little Village Latino 
residents. The documents, participant observations, and participant interviews illuminated that 
LVEJO’s unique organizational culture allowed it to tackle environmental injustices in their 
community. Findings indicated that the organizational culture that was conducive to social 
change included intentionally targeting social and environmental injustice, place-based practice 
and research, and flexible leadership. In addition to organizational culture, LVEJO utilized 
specific strategies to tackle social and environmental injustices in Little Village. Study findings 
indicated that these specific strategies included the creating a shared knowledge-base of 
information, enabling community engagement using various tactics, empowering community 
residents, and establishing collaborative efforts. 
LVEJO’s Unique Culture 
Data indicated that the LVEJO’s organizational culture allowed it to provide systematic 
change in the community. Some of the vital organizational culture traits included intentionally 
targeting social and environmental injustice, place-based practice and research, and flexible 
leadership. 
Intentionally targeting social and environmental injustices. During the interview with 
Jonathan, LVEJO’s executive director, he described LVEJO as an anti-racist, anti-poverty 
organization that addressed environmental issues. Indeed, in the case of LVEJO, the organization 
had its roots in the mid-1990s while addressing environmental concerns in local schools. Some 
of the early successes included having Gary School became one of the first Chicago school to be 
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able to “implement a lead prevention and reduction program” in addition to completing “a 
complete toxic and asthma trigger inventory, buying safer products and materials” (“Little 
Village Environmental Justice Organization”, 2007, para. 1). During the various staff meetings, 
the staff members reiterated that environmental injustices in the community were deemed as the 
symptom of racial and structural inequality. The organization viewed other community 
challenges related to policing, poverty, and so forth as symptoms of the same structural problem.  
LVEJO’s philosophy on structural racism and its impacts on environmental injustices were 
intentionally embedded in the organization’s plans. For instance, their mission statement was as 
follows: “The mission of LVEJO is to organize with our community to accomplish 
environmental justice in Little Village and achieve the self-determination of immigrant, low-
income, and working-class families” (LVEJO, 2015, para. 1). In regards to serving low income 
people of color, during the interview, Jonathan mentioned,  
What are the activities that we can do that builds community, that demonstrates that poor 
people and working people in this community have an incredible amount of knowledge to 
share, are resources in and of themselves. In doing that, and caring for poor and working 
class people, and then raising our voices collectively to do work together, that in and of 
itself is an anti-racist effort.  
LVEJO’s anti-racist mind-frame was evident when they resisted the dominant ideology against 
Mexicans in the community.  
During my observations at the PAC meetings, informal conversations with LVEJO staff, 
and through interviews, it appeared that the dominant ideology portrayed Little Village Mexican 
residents as dirty, violent, and undeserving of the resources. For instance, in regards to being 
dirty, through public forums, such as Facebook, the cleanliness of Mexicans was openly 
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discussed. On the La Villita Facebook page on March 15, 2015, someone posted the following 
comment, “People of Little Village, let’s try to keep the new park clean and gang free! Let the 
kids be safe and have fun for once”. The comment elicited 425 likes and 34 comments as of 
March 17th. A little less than half of the comments focused on security of park, including the 
problems associated with drug use and gangs at the park. In regards to the litter problem, 
however, some of the LVEJO staff members provided more complexity to the issue. On 
February 13th through an informal conversation between two LVEJO employees and I, one 
employee stated that the colonial powers were responsible for placing negative descriptors on 
marginalized community members, and in some cases, marginalized groups used the same 
negative descriptors to define their own group members and themselves. According to the 
LVEJO employee, taking upon these negative characteristics was indicative of internalized 
racism. 
Through observations, community members and LVEJO staff engaged in various 
activities in order to address their image as dirty, which were, in effect, anti-racist as they 
demonstrated that Mexicans concerns for trash pickup. For instance, during the February PAC 
meeting, one community member mentioned that they should strive to avoid the image of being 
the Mexicans who were “borracho cochino” [dirty drunk]. He mentioned that he had never had a 
problem taking groups to the park because he had always emphasized cleanup procedures after 
their usage. This was also echoed by another member at the meeting. In order to show 
community ownership of the cleanliness of the park, LVEJO in collaboration with the PAC, 
Farragut High School, and the alderman’s office organized a park clean-up on March 27, 2015. 
Additionally, Iris, an LVEJO employee, was currently working with CPD officials for bilingual 
park signage that would address the rules regarding cleanup at the park.   
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Although their LVEJO’s efforts throughout the creation of the organization could clearly 
be considered acts of social and environment justices, I asked the current executive director if the 
organization had always perceived itself as an environmental justice organization. Jonathan 
mentioned that members were most likely too worried about friends, family, and neighbors, and 
it wasn’t until a certain time period that they realized that their work fit within the domains of 
environmental justice. He added that they were “doing environmental justice work. It’s just 
[they] never really thought about it like that.”   
With many of their pressing community challenges, LVEJO was more likely to take upon 
projects if they were related to environmental justice. During the early years of LVEJO, the 
organization worked on projects dealing with clean air, brownfields, publish transit, and 
accessing more green spaces (“Little Village Environmental Justice Organization”, 2007). 
Although they were commonly known for their involvement in helping to establish La Villita 
Park, they were also successful in helping to reinstate a bus line to 31st street. Additionally, the 
organization put pressure to clean a brownfield which had been used to house oil barrels. This 
contaminated the land and produced a smell in the community. After having the site remediated, 
it was converted into a community garden (Troy Garden) operated by LVEJO staff and 
community volunteers. Throughout the various staff meeting, the current projects LVEJO 
consistently mentioned were securing more open space in the community, putting pressure on 
Little Village corporations to maintain environmentally-friendly practices, maintaining their 
garden, addressing development on local brownfields, and helping to shape state environmental 
policies. In regards to future projects, the LVEJO EJ2020 Plan identified seven areas that the 
organization will focus on in the next five years, including brownfield re-development, climate 
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adaptation, riverfront re-development, just transition/energy resiliency, zero waste and recycling, 
food justice, and environmental justice education. 
During the April 20th staff meeting, Jonathan brought forward a request by the Climate 
Justice Alliance to participate on a national quilt-making project; the quilt would be transported 
from Michigan to Chicago, from Chicago to Kentucky, and so forth until it found its way to 
Katrina survivors in Louisiana. One of the first questions considered was, how would the project 
contribute to environmental justice projects in Little Village? Additionally, how would the 
project contribute to the broader environmental justice movement? Such questions were 
routinely asked and answered whenever LVEJO was requested to participate in a project. These 
questions allowed it ensure that it remained an organization intent on addressing environmental 
justice. Projects that would clearly contribute to the broader environmental justice movement 
were often pushed by LVEJO staff. For instance, on May 21st, the following appeared on the 
LVEJO Facebook page:   
As an environmental justice organization we recognize: 
***How vital public green spaces are to public health.  
***The importance of community engagement at every step of the planning and decision-making 
process. 
***The equitable distribution of resources to public parks and green spaces in low-income 
communities of color. 
For these reasons, we are concerned about the relocation of RIOT-Festival to Douglas Park. We 
are currently gathering information to better understand the situation. 
#EJ4LV #CommunityPower #LVEJO2020 #CommunityRoots 
 
Figure 4: LVEJO’s Facebook post shared on May 21, 2015. 
 
The post was in reference to the opposition to a festival in a local neighborhood where residents 
voiced their concerns that the park was rendered unusable after the impacts of the event. Due to 
the complaints, it was decided to relocate the festival to Douglas Park, which is located in the 
African American community. As such, the organization remained wary of the possible negative 
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effects this festival would have on residents of color, especially because the event would most 
likely remain catered to tourists.   
Although LVEJO remained up-to-date on environmental justice issues, they were 
sometimes asked for guidance in other sectors of society. For instance, one of the participants 
had inquired about making housing repairs as a building inspector had deemed his house non-
ADA compliant. In this case, Iris mentioned that she had tracked down the phone numbers of the 
agencies he had to call. During her interview, Iris further mentioned that LVEJO staff referred 
community residents to other agencies and explained that they did “not have the capacity or 
perhaps not even the knowledge” but they were able to track down basic information to guide 
them in the right direction.    
Although being intentional about social and environmental justice was effective in 
LVEJO’s campaigns, it had caused tensions in the community with other groups and individuals. 
For instance, another nonprofit organization that focused on community development projects 
was attempting to push forward a Unilever expansion project in Little Village. It was the hope 
that the company expansion would translate into more jobs for Little Village residents. Due to 
their social and environmental justice stance, LVEJO called attention toward the project because 
of the negative environmental impacts it would create. Additionally, the company executives 
would not commit to offering full-time permanent jobs to Little Village Latino residents. Before 
supporting the project, LVEJO staff members called for a commitment of better hiring and 
environmental practices. Because of their stance against Unilever, LVEJO was attacked as being 
against jobs. This sometimes occurred in public spaces. For instance, during a public press 
release LVEJO made in May, the organization was met by a few Little Village residents upset 
that LVEJO’s stance would hinder the deal with the company. LVEJO had been attacked of 
 124 
 
being against jobs in the past when opposing factories in Little Village because of the 
environmental degradation it had caused. Vanessa, an LVEJO employee, attempted to clarify this 
perception of the organization when she mentioned that some of these factories were known to 
cause pollution in the community. As pollution increased, physical health ailments (e.g., 
respiratory illness, asthma) were expected to increase which could potentially mean more days 
missed off of work for employees whose health would be negatively impacted by working in 
close proximity to the pollution. 
Place-based practice and research. In addition to being intentional about social and 
environmental justice, LVEJO considered itself a place-based organization; this proved useful in 
helping to fulfil its mission in the community. The organization placed most of its energy in 
addressing the concerns of Little Village and drew upon the knowledge base of local residents. 
During her interview, Iris, an LVEJO worker, mentioned that the organization “had a track 
record of staying really local and making sure that future employees or people that they work 
with were also from the neighborhood.” This reiterated LVEJO’s stance viewing the Little 
Village residents as having “incredible amounts of knowledge to share.”  
 LVEJO staff members were also subject to the practices ensuring that employees were 
from the neighborhood or at least invested in the neighborhood. For instance, during the 
February La Villita PAC meeting, elections would be held for the president, vice-president, 
treasurer, and secretary. Iris, an LVEJO employee, was going to run for secretary. Yet, the group 
expected that the PAC would require that members be residents of Little Village. As a resident of 
Pilsen, Iris may be disqualified. Iris’s status did not inhibit her from serving as secretary. The 
practices of ensuring that employees or collaborators were invested in the community seemed to 
have been infiltrated to all those associated with LVEJO. In my personal case, after learning that 
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I was working with a Latino community, a colleague expressed needing access to a certain 
number of Latinas for her current research. I mentioned that Little Village was not the type of 
community in which researchers just come in; they had to help the local community. The 
colleague’s reply was that Latina would receive economic incentive to participate. I made 
general comments, but did not offer information; within a few weeks, I learned that her research 
helped pathologize Latinos. Consequently, this interaction provided an example of how easy it 
could be to allow assess without knowing the potential negative outcomes of a research study.   
These protective practices may have stemmed from historical issues related to using 
outside members to help Little Village. For instance, Mike, an LVEJO partner and volunteer, 
highlighted challenges when receiving services from agencies that utilized employees who were 
not from the community. He mentioned,      
When you're talking about doing special events or when you're talking about partnering 
with people, there is this whole disconnect between these people who are holders of these 
amazing resources and people who live in the communities. In mostly negative ways, 
these things have kind of manifested themselves in the community over the years so that 
people who live in the communities kind of have the sense of apathy towards the park. 
Like they don't expect anything from the park. 
Mike recommended that those working with Little Village should invest in relationship building 
with residents.  
LVEJO further remained wary of individuals who did not have Little Village’s best 
interest in mind. This also extended to research which further pathologized the community, 
whether intentionally or unintentionally. Jonathan mentioned that occasionally researchers used 
the findings to help leverage resources, but in many cases, the findings fed into the racialized 
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rhetoric against the community. For instance, most times when researchers collected 
demographic information, Little Village’s lower education status and lower income levels were 
highlighted. Jonathan mentioned that readers could easily interpret the findings as “Look at those 
poor ass people taking up our resources” if not contextualized properly. Most of the studies that 
featured demographic information and other observations also did not tackle issues related to 
equity and environmental justice, which allowed for further displacement of community 
members. Thus, LVEJO was a proponent of collaborative community projects where the 
organization as well as community residents were in control of processes related to knowledge 
production and action in their own community. When asked if he had advice for other 
community organizations, Jonathan mentioned,  
I think that the first piece of advice is like to really take time to learn about, study, and 
understand the community that you're working in, and to value people, however, they got 
to that community.  And to not make the mistake of thinking that they know what's better 
for our community-that they know what a community needs. In fact, it's the other way 
around. It's the community that really knows what's needed, and what needs to happen. If 
you're working at an agency, it should be more about how do you work with community 
members to realize those aspirations, and see themselves working on behalf or in service 
of community, versus being somebody that's delivering services to poor people or poor 
community.  
 In order to better serve the Latino residents in the community regarding this area, LVEJO 
believed that their organization and community members should be part of research studies being 
conducted in the community. Vanessa, an LVEJO staff, mentioned how “cool” community-based 
participatory projects were that utilized community residents as researchers. Although the 
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organization was interested in this type of research designs, they speculated that accessing 
research funds would be difficult.  
LVEJO staff also remained vigilant that individuals working with them did utilize a more 
participatory design. During the initial contact with the organization, Jonathan, the executive 
director, mentioned that a cross-sectional design study would not be beneficial and that a 
participatory research design was the “ethnical thing to do”. Eduardo, an LVEJO partner and 
volunteer, also mentioned that the community was used to having researchers come in without 
giving back to the community. This project raised a red flag because it was conducted over a 
short period of time, which was typical practice of some researchers. In effect, Eduardo made me 
outline my short-term and long-term plans to serve the community before committing to sharing 
his experience with me. In regards to LVEJO, to show that I was invested in the project, 
Jonathan, the executive director, mentioned that I would also have to help out as needed to 
ensure a mutually beneficial relationship between the organization and myself. Throughout the 
months spent with LVEJO, I noticed that other students conducting their projects with the 
organization similarly had to serve the organization/community in some capacity. Other requests 
to conduct projects in the community also had to be discussed collectively.  
 Further, the physical space or place of the LVEJO office was conducive to their projects 
in the community because it provided a space to celebrate environmental justice victories as well 
as to celebrate Mexican and grassroots culture. In regards to the physical place, the LVEJO 
office was situated in the lower level of a two-story residential unit. As I walked into the LVEJO 
office, I noticed that one of the main entry room walls was lined with a banner featuring a 
traditional-Mexican mural created by former youth volunteers. The walls were also lined with 
photographs of LVEJO’s victories. Pictures of the coal power plant the organization helped 
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dismantled were part of this visual story. The brochures and other flyers in the main entry room 
discussed other victories of LVEJO, including getting the 31st bus reinstated. Three LVEJO staff 
workers were situated in this main entry room.   
The secondary room was meant to be for youth in the community. As the young mostly 
volunteered/interned during the summer, this room mostly remained empty until the hiring of 
another LVEJO staff member in March. The room had a large shelf with the organization’s 
educational material, and posters also lined the wall in this room. There was one that read, 
“Environmental justice is social justice,” and another with the title, “Toxic park is good for you” 
(see Figure 5). The former was indicative of LVEJO’s goal to address social and environmental 
justice, while the second one was a typical poster used for protests that would use humor and 
sarcasm to send a strong message.  
   
Figure 5: Youth-created art work that was displayed in the LVEJO office. 
Further, the space catered to what one participant termed a grass-root environment, which 
was expressed by the style of clothes that some workers had. The participant mentioned:  
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Working here [current place of employment], everybody dresses up so professionally, 
and I come from LVEJO where everybody's like t-shirt and the latest t-shirt that you 
have. Do you know what I mean? It was very, very much grassroots and stuff.  
Staff members were allowed to wear more relaxed attire, including t-shirt and jeans. On March 
13, 2015, the executive director, two LVEJO employees and their significant others, a volunteer, 
and I attended Crossroads Seeds of Change fundraising opportunity-“Change not Charity”, so we 
dressed in professional attire. Before the function, four of us met with a Little Village coach and 
his girls’ soccer team to announce an LVEJO sponsorship of Nike bags. As we arrived to the 
park, the executive director mentioned that he might have to apologize to the group for being too 
formal. It appeared that the attire and physical space of LVEJO mirrored the community values 
and needs in Little Village.   
LVEJO’s stance of utilizing a place-based practice and research was a reaction to the 
decade’s worth of marginalization the community had faced. Their stance to remain local and 
utilize residents to develop their own solutions was seen as problematic by some. For instance, 
an online review of the organization stated,  
But what gets me most is their seeming unwillingness to work with people who "aren't" 
the same as them in terms of class and race. (ie white, or middle/upper class..) even if 
those people DO hold the same values and have respect for their community, even while 
being different from it. I'm not saying they are totally closed off, but I still feel like there 
is an unintended, although at times justified, cultural divide (especially considering class 
and racial prejudice their community faces). 
LVEJO was noted as working with mainstream environmental organizations who were mostly 
composed of middle-income Whites (e.g., Lydersen, 2013). Although there were some tensions 
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between the organizations because LVEJO had felt that they were not included in past state 
policy decision-making, this study did not interview White individuals to examine the 
perceptions of working with the organization as this study was focused on Latino residents in 
Little Village, a population whose empowerment is of importance in the contemporary leisure 
social and environmental justice movements. However, it is possible that some White residents 
may have felt similar sentiments as the young lady reviewing the organization.   
Flexible leadership. Despite LVEJO’s large-level victories, including dismantling the 
coal power plant and helping to establish the La Villita Park, the staff size remained limited. 
LVEJO only had five paid staff members when my study began, and the number jumped to 
seven by March although one new hire would not officially start until May. Because of the 
limited size of the staff, this meant that staff had to adapt and show self-initiative while helping 
coworkers on their projects. As the executive director mentioned to me on my first day of 
volunteering, I could “jump in” on any project if I knew that I could help. Alternatively, if I was 
asked to help on a project, I could say no if my time and resources were limited. On May 11, 
2015 during a staff-meeting, the executive director mentioned that he had recently finalized 
formal contracts with staff. It was why the organization decided to take this step, and it was too 
soon to determine how these contracts would impact the current flexible leadership in place.   
Further, the organization utilized a democratic way of functioning as most items were 
voted on collectively. For instance, in the case of the nonprofit group that wanted LVEJO to 
participate in the quilt-making project, everyone’s input was immediately assessed during that 
day’s staff meeting. Further, while hiring new staff members, applicants’ resumes were shared at 
the staff meeting for all to examine. Additionally, the democratic way of functioning allowed for 
LVEJO staff to remain critical of organizational/employee practices and behaviors and voice 
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them accordingly. For instance, during the La Villita Park clean-up, Iris was the only paid 
LVEJO staff member at the event. On March 30 during the staff meeting, Iris commented that 
LVEJO staff had previously committed to the event but had not been present. She mentioned that 
it was bad practice to stand up community members during an event when everyone had already 
given their word. Although Iris had only about a year working with the organization, the 
executive director thanked her for expressing her thoughts.    
Finally, the flexible leadership was observed in how LVEJO dealt with opposing views 
on different community issues. Vanessa mentioned that the process in which other community 
organizations in Little Village addressed various issues was problematic at times, but if “we get 
the outcome that we need from the process, then we have to go with it.” In regards to LVEJO 
being invited to a meeting with city officials on May 15, 2015, she stated something to the effect 
of “It’s a good step that we’re included. We fought very hard to get in, and now we’re at the 
table. We’re still in, but our process is frowned upon. That means we have to go in and be 
strategic because there’s a lot of activists who get mad and leave these spaces.” This willingness 
to listen and work with opposing views was not always evident in the organization.  
This was evident in the accounts given by Mike, an LVEJO partner and long-time 
volunteer. He shared the story of one of LVEJO’s former workers, who he described as a “really 
nice guy, but [he] sticks to his principles and does not like to compromise.” Mike mentioned that 
the former worker’s adherence to his principles resulted in the loss of a YMCA in the 
community. He stated,  
They're going to build the YMCA right across from our house which I thought would 
have been awesome and amazing. But [former worker] was adamant against it because 
there was contamination, and they were talking about not remediating it…in a way he 
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thought it should be remediated, and so they didn't build the YMCA there. They built it 
by 26th Street, Western where nobody lives…Instead, the city sold the land to a plastics 
recycling company, and they built a plastics recycling factory there. The largest facility in 
the western hemisphere. 
Similar tensions had arisen in LVEJO concerning the design of La Villita Park. Jonathan, the 
executive director, mentioned that the original designs for the park were “beautiful; they are 
wonderful.” However, due to “certain architectural and engineering reasons”, the designs were 
not feasible. He stated,   
Some people felt like we should fight for that actual design because that's what the 
community had designed. Then they also thought that we should say, "No, we don't want 
the park until you give us as much as Maggie Davis Park or something like that. Then 
there were other people on the other side, and a lot of community members who were 
like, "We want a park. We need to get the park. Let's get this park. Stop messing around 
and push for what needs to be done." That was actually a big piece of tension in the 
organization internally. There was a big community meeting where, it was over the park, 
and it was over designs. It was probably one of the lower points of this organization's 
history, because a lot of those different viewpoints came up publicly…It wasn't 
necessarily park oriented, but there was a lot of the power dynamics and all of the issues 
that the organization was dealing with, came out in the park conversation. This is one of 
the harder moments in the organization's history.  
As stated, through the participant observations and informal conversations with LVEJO staff, the 
current organization did not currently experience such drastic differences in ideology. When 
confronted with a difficult situation, Vanessa, an LVEJO employee, would often state that the 
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problem would be addressed in a grass-roots/community engagement manner; staff was to elicit 
the input of various stakeholders before making decisions. This was evident in the community 
members’ calls for more policing at the park. One LVEJO employee was wary of increased 
policing at the park because of concerns with police brutality on people of color, but Vanessa 
had simply stated that they would tackle the issue like they had done in the past. She stated that 
this meant speaking with residents and getting their perceptions before deciding to take any 
action. Jonathan, the executive director, added that if the community wanted more policing, then 
LVEJO may have to work towards having community meetings with the police chief and 
working together to ensure that police brutality would be curbed. As conversations related to 
crime in the park were beginning to emerge as my observations finished, it was difficult to 
determine the outcome of these conversations.       
LVEJO’s Strategies  
Study findings demonstrated that LVEJO utilized specific strategies to tackle injustices, 
including creating a shared knowledge-base of information, enabling community engagement 
using various tactics, empowering community residents, and establishing collaborative efforts. 
Creating a shared knowledge-base. LVEJO’s creation of a shared knowledge base 
included educating staff and community members about the principles of environmental justice 
as well as how environmental injustices were affecting Little Village. The shared-knowledge 
base occurred at the organization and community-level. The creation of a shared-knowledge base 
at the organization level occurred via staff meetings and various educational material and 
trainings. Staff meetings were scheduled on Mondays from 12:30 to 2:30 p.m., and all staff 
members would attend the meeting. Jonathan, the executive director, took the first few minutes 
to create an agenda with the suggestions from staff. All staff offered their agenda items, which 
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included the projects they were working on throughout the week and/or updates on the projects 
they had worked on the previous week.  
 Further, the various educational material and training provided staff with educational 
material surrounding the organization. For instance, one of the training binders included a binder 
for an Environmental Justice Fundaments workshop sponsored from the EPA in August of 2002. 
The binder provided extensive information of environmental justice. The material included the 
following six areas: background and history of environmental justice; controversies and issues; 
act, authorities, and Executive Order; case studies; GIS; and public participation for meaningful 
involvement. The background and history of environmental justice included information 
stemming in the 1980s where Civil Rights activities wanted to understand the link between 
environmental concerns and socioeconomic class. Economic racism was introduced in the 
workshop material as well as information concerning the National People of Color Summit. The 
material made it clear that the goal of environmental justice was “not to distribute benefits and 
burdens equally,” rather it was to ensure that all segments of the population have clean air, water, 
and land.  
 Additionally, Iris and Jessica, two LVEJO employees, shared an LVEJO produced video 
during the initial first months of my volunteering. The video was entitled Celotex, and Jessica 
and Iris mentioned that the video had been shared with them during their first few months with 
the organization to better understand LVEJO. Celotex provided an overview of the 
environmental campaign against the coal power plant in Little Village. It provided video footage 
of some of the protest as well as various organizers and community residents being interviewed. 
Other LVEJO produced material was posted in highly visible areas. For instance, the entry way 
contained the information related to the bus line that LVEJO had helped reinstitute, and the room 
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for youth contained the LVEJO timeline with accounted for major events impacting the 
organization.   
Moreover, LVEJO provided additional training for staff by sending staff to academic 
conferences and other workshops. For instance, Lydersen (2013) mentioned the story of a former 
LVEJO organizer who was sent to Minnesota to learn of non-violent techniques, “campaign 
strategies and collective decision-making processes” (p. 61). On February 16th, Jonathan, the 
executive director, mentioned the INCITE Conference taking place in Chicago. This year’s 
theme was Color of Violence. Jonathan wanted at least one-day that staff members would go 
together to the sessions, and the other days were optional. The conference would be paid by 
LVEJO as staff training and team-building exercise. The conference would serve as an 
opportunity to groom potential partners and learn about the latest research in the field. Jonathan 
mentioned that staff should examine if there were sessions aligned with LVEJO’s current 
interests which dealt with how gentrification leads to increased services which may lead to extra 
policing of groups to keep them from the resources. Finally, academic articles concerning Little 
Village were discussed during the staff meetings. For instance, on March 9th, LVEJO discussed 
three reports done on the community. The reports had been disseminated the week before, and 
the executive director asked what everyone thought about them. There was some discussion that 
the reports were rather long. Jonathan then stated that this made the process of educating the 
public more difficult as community resident often needed to be informed through the use of 
information sheets in language that could be easily understood. In this case, Iris was responsible 
for pulling out the major findings and writing up an information sheet which would be available 
in English and Spanish.    
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 The shared knowledgebase extended to the community. Through various staff meetings 
and informal conversations with staff, members mentioned the importance of informing the 
public of social and environmental issues in their neighborhood. Disseminating information fell 
upon LVEJO staff, interns, and volunteers. There were various mechanisms utilized to push the 
information to community residents. Gracie, a long-time LVEJO volunteer, mentioned that the 
“traditional” method of pushing information to Little Village included community organizing 
that utilizes door-to-door techniques. She also mentioned that when she joined LVEJO as a 
youth, the youth volunteers at the time had different ideas of how information should be 
disseminated. Young interns and volunteers pushed for new ways of disseminating information, 
including the use of social media. Although this was something that Gracie stated had clashed 
with older adults, the method was incorporated into LVEJO’s operations. Currently, the LVEJO 
website and Facebook page were vehicles to post governmental letters that had been sent to the 
organization in notice of pollution in Little Village. Public forums and meetings were also 
utilized to education community members about pressing environmental issues. LVEJO’s Little 
Village Toxic Tours also disseminated information to community residents and outsiders. The 
tours were a popular field trip for the surrounding public schools.  
An example of disseminating material occurred on February 9th, during the staff meeting. 
Vanessa, an LVEJO employee, discussed that they had received notice in the mail from the IL 
EPA regarding a site contamination on 4358 W. 18th Street. It was a residential area. After some 
discussion, Vanessa speculated that the residence building might have been torn down and that’s 
how the construction workers had found out that the soil was contaminated. The soil was 
contaminated starting two feet under the ground, so that was one of the ways that Vanessa found 
plausible to explain the discovery. The group decided that it might be best to post the 
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government letters on their website. Vanessa stated, “Shits happening, and they don’t even know 
about it.”  
Information regarding environmental justice was also pushed through the Little Village 
Toxic Tours. During the tour, attendees visited several sites, including the former coal power 
plant site which is now La Villita Park, the LVEJO’s garden, and a collateral channel situated 
next to La Villita Park. Although anyone was welcome to attend the tours, many school groups 
were taken on the tours. In addition to tours and Facebook, information was shared with 
community members through the use of public forums, La Villita Park PAC meetings, and other 
community meetings. These avenues typically required notice to the public. Flyers were posted 
in Little Village community-organizations (e.g., library) to make the public aware of the 
meetings. I was told by Iris on February 9th, that outreach/invitation to these meetings also varied 
by season. For instance, LVEJO staff members would sometimes visit people’s homes to invite 
them to the meetings, but because of the cold weather, they relied on placing phone calls (and 
emailing when applicable) to ensure that the public received notice of the meeting’s location and 
date.      
 Another mechanism in which information was disseminated was through the annual 
LVEJO Youth Summit. This year the summit took place on Saturday, April 18th, from 10 a.m. to 
3 p.m. It was entitled “Third Annual Youth Roots Of Change." The summit was marketed as 
follows:  
Join LVEJO as we come together around issues of Youth Justice, Environmental Racism 
and Community Roots. This event is focused on youth from Little Village to connect 
them with resources. We will be having multiple workshops and resources to expose 
Little Village youth to careers in the S.T.E.A.M. (Science, Technology, Engineering, Art, 
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and Math) field, raise their awareness around Environmental Racism in their community, 
discuss why criminalization of youth is an environmental injustice, and strengthen our 
community roots against gentrification. 
The youth summit was hosted at the Boys and Girls Club which was situated close to the Gary 
School Elementary. 
The youth summit opened with emcee who had been involved in various movements, 
including those targeting police brutality in the United States. During the workshop, the emcee 
recited his “Father Sun, Mother Earth” poem. The opening session also included a Pungmul 
cultural performance by a Korean American club. Youth were then broken into three different 
sessions: LVEJO’s energy resilience and climate adaptation workshop, a know-your-rights-
workshop, and a workshop regarding gentrification. As LVEJO knew that my project focused on 
access to park resources, they asked me to help in the energy resilience and climate adaptation 
workshop by keeping time.  
During the first energy workshop, youth introduced themselves and answered an 
icebreaker question. Then, Jessica and Iris from LVEJO guided youth through a community 
mapping exercise where an outline of Little Village was presented in the front of the classroom, 
and youth had to name some of the resources, organizations, and so forth in Little Village. Youth 
were also prompted to name the green spaces in the community; this led into discussion 
regarding the new La Villita Park. Iris provided more background information at the park and 
informed youth that the cleaning up of the site took more than a decade to accomplish. To this, 
Jessica asked the youth, “Why does this [referring to the cleanup] take a long time?” No youth 
offered any answers. Consequently, Jessica mentioned, “Because we’re people of color.” 
Because Little Village had only had one large park, Piotrowski, in the community, Jessica further 
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asked youth, “What’s wrong with having one park in the neighborhood?” Jessica mentioned 
problems related to access. Youth offered that gangs made it hard to use the park because the 
Latin Kings controlled the west side. Jessica further mentioned that families in Little Village had 
no transportation because the bus did not go into that part of town. However, LVEJO had helped 
to reinstate the 31st Street bus. Finally, Jessica mentioned that the fight for more park space was 
not unusual as the community had gone on strike to get a needed high school for Little Village 
youth. She mentioned that the fight for the school had taken lots of time, just like the struggle for 
a new park. Youth were also informed that the park was a step in the right direction, and the lack 
of a field house meant that there could be no winter programming. A field house would allow the 
community to enjoy various activities such as Zumba, basketball, swimming, and so forth. As 
such, LVEJO was to include these youth in the initial planning stage for the field house so when 
conversations occurred with the CPD, LVEJO would be able to represent community residents’ 
needs. Youth were also educated about the CPD’s plans to convert a railroad into green space. 
Although the idea was not LVEJOs, LVEJO was interested in getting community input to ensure 
that park amenities would reflect community values.  
Accordingly, the youth were broken down into two groups to do a charrettes activity. One 
group was assigned to plan what they would like to see at the former railroad tracks, while the 
other group planned amenities for the field house. After about 10 minutes the students switched 
sides and spent another 10 minutes on doing the second charrettes. When the group was done, 
they went back to their chairs. Iris mentioned that their input was important as it would be used 
to ask the CPD for park amenities. She stated that they were in the beginning of the process, and 
more charrettes would have to be done with other community members. The park amenities that 
consistently showed up on community member’s community maps were the ones that were more 
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likely to be instituted. Before letting out for lunch, Iris guided the youth in a stretch. She recited, 
“Hands to the sky, hands to your roots, stomp out oppression, sway with the winds of change.” It 
was a guided stretch that she had learned at one of the workshops for environmental justice.   
In addition to the youth summit, website, door knocking, and public community 
meetings, information had been pushed for some time through the youth group of LVEJO, the 
Youth Activities Organizing as Today’s Leaders (YAOTL). According to Gracie, YAOTL was a 
“Nahuatl word” and was chosen due to one of the youth’s “indigenous background.” Although 
Gracie was not sure of the meaning of the word, several online website stated that this referred to 
a warrior in Aztec civilization (e.g., “Tezcatlipoca”, 2015). The youth group had produced a zine 
entitled, El Cilantro. El Cilantro was mostly written in English, but some passages were found in 
Spanish. The zine was not currently circulating, but it appeared that the zine had circulated from 
at least November 2007 to June of 2012, which were the dates on the zines I was able to locate in 
the office. The zines provided information on the coal power plants, and it addressed various 
issues that were affecting Little Village youth, including criminalization, opting-out of joining 
the army, and broad environmental justice concerns (e.g., how to make an environmental 
complaint). Historical advocates such as Francisco “Pancho” Villa and Che Guevara were also 
featured on the zines, as well as the suppression of activists’ voices in Mexico.  
One zine particularly made an impact on me during the data collection process because it 
discussed how low income families of color were impacted disproportionally by the mainstream 
environmental movement. On February 27th, I spent the day in downtown Chicago to collect 
information regarding my dissertation. I was told that Whole Foods would be a good place to 
stop in for lunch. As I walked in, the store was mostly composed of White patrons. I ended up 
purchasing a slice of pizza, a cupcake, a bar of soap, and a liquid soap. Expecting a tab of 
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approximately $10, I paid almost double for my purchase. I also witnessed how the woman in 
front of me in line had purchased a few items such as chicken and vegetables which totaled to 
about $80. This experience made me feel out-of-place, and I wondered if this was really what 
mainstream environmentalists looked like as the store typically prides itself with its 
environmental stewardship.  
Although I did not speak to anyone about this experience, I came across two articles in El 
Cilantro educating readers about how the Green Movement was leaving behind low-income 
families of color. Both writers mentioned that it was trendy to purchase environmentally-friendly 
products, such as vintage clothes, hybrid cars, organic food, and so forth. However, both writers 
mentioned that this was negatively impacting low income-families. One shared the following: 
The problem with the green movement is that low-income people of color are not able to 
buy these environmental friendly products because of their over exaggerated prices…My 
mom uses ammonia and bleach to clean around the house. Bleach and ammonia are 
highly irritating to the lungs. It is recommended that people with asthma or with lung or 
heart problems do not use bleach or ammonia. My mother has all of this! No wonder she 
would have an asthma attack every time she uses them. She is aware of the serious health 
threat of these products. But if she can get one gallon of bleach or ammonia for the same 
price of a 32 ounce green household cleaner, she is going to choose the gallon of bleach. 
This is not fair! We, low-income people of color are being once again left behind from 
something beneficial. We already have the disproportionate burden of environmental 
toxins in our communities.  
As such, the zines allowed writers to connect their stories to the broader environmental justice 
concerns while educating readers about the discrepancy in services.         
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 Although LVEJO pushed information to Little Village Latino residents, it was unclear if 
residents were able to benefit from LVEJO’s educational campaigns. For example, LVEJO 
mentioned that the organization was situated in the eastern part of the neighborhood. Because of 
the gang boundary separating the east and west, many organizations did not cross the boundary 
(e.g., Vargas, in press). Similar to the other organizations, LVEJO’s outreach in the western part 
of the neighborhood remained limited. While this study was being conducted, LVEJO was in the 
initial discussion of how to expand their projects to the western portion of the neighborhood. 
They believed that their campaign relating to a Unilever corporation in the west side would open 
the door to more outreach in this part of the neighborhood. Further, although the organization did 
serve youth, they mostly worked with Farragut High School due to their connections with some 
school personnel; the school was also in close proximity to LVEJO’s offices. Given Little 
Village’s large young population, it was unclear how many youth were being served by LVEJO. 
However, LVEJO was beginning to plan how to collaborate with more public schools in the 
community. Some LVEJO staff also mentioned that during door-to-door outreach, they would 
occasionally encounter some community members who were unaware of LVEJO’s role in the 
community. LVEJO was hopeful that more community residents would be aware of the 
organization with the creation of La Villita Park as LVEJO staff members expected to have an 
active presence at the park, and they hoped to use the park to relate educational information (e.g., 
park clean up procedures) with park users.  
Enabling community engagement using various tactics. In addition to relying on a 
shared knowledge base, LVEJO heavily relied on community engagement to increase access to 
parks and recreation provisions in the community. As stated previously, the LVEJO employees 
made it clear at the youth summit that LVEJO does not undertake a project without community 
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engagement and input. During an interview, Frank, an LVEJO volunteer, also mentioned that 
LVEJO would first survey the community needs and values before advocating for certain 
services. He mentioned, “It’s not like Jonathan and Vanessa and other saying, ‘Oh, we need to do 
this.’ No, we don’t do that.” A former board member also mentioned similar comments in a past 
interview recorded in Huffington Post. She was quoted as follows:   
I work with LVEJO because we understand and work towards environmental justice for 
our entire environment, our community as a whole, the people, the land, the air, the 
water. We work closely with our neighbors to decide as a community what is beneficial 
to our environment and what is not. (Escobar, 2008) 
Community engagement appeared to be a challenge with agencies in the community. For 
instance, a Fisk and Crawford Reuse Task Force (2012) discussed how community engagement 
was made difficult in Pilsen and Little Village due to various reasons including residents not 
being fluent in English and residents being of “low income, working class, and immigrant” status 
which meant they had greater concerns to attend to than environmental issues (p. 3). The Task 
Force stated that it “took proactive community groups and translation of campaign materials into 
Spanish and into visual formats before there was substantial engagement of the residents” (p. 3). 
Eduardo, an LVEJO partner and volunteer, further mentioned that some social institutions were 
“notorious for keeping people out, for not including them in the decision making process.” He 
provided the example of an agency hosting a town hall meeting. To Eduardo, “It's like a smoke 
screen, "We did it, not a lot of people showed up, but we did it." That fulfilled their requirements 
to move forward.”  
In regards to LVEJO’s process for community input, in the creation of La Villita Park, 
the organization conducted charrettes and community mapping exercises on several occasions. In 
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regards to the field house and railroad conversion to a walkway, community mapping activities 
were being interwoven into LVEJO’s workshops (e.g., youth summit). According to Iris, an 
LVEJO employee, she had begun her job after the coal power plant and La Villita Park 
successes. She added, “Now my job is to work with community members to make sure that those 
two spaces [field house and walkway] grow- in that community voice and community input 
keeps being part of the process each time at each level, at each step to the best of our capacity, 
right?” During the March 9th staff meeting, the executive director mentioned that the 
Metropolitan Water Reclamation District (MWRD) had entered in an intergovernmental 
agreement with the CPD in regards to conducting a wetland restoration project at the Collateral 
Channel; the land would then become under the jurisdiction of the CPD. In regards to this 
project, Iris mentioned that her job entailed ensuring “that community members are also being 
part of that process if it ever gets developed into a park-for people to start paying attention.”  
Throughout this process of interacting with community members, information was 
provided in English and in Spanish. This was particularly evident in the La Villita Park PAC 
meetings which were being held in Spanish during the first two months. After an English-
speaking resident got voted as president at the end of the February meeting, the remaining 
meetings were conducted in English, but Iris translated the information to Spanish-speaking 
attendees. During the February PAC meeting, Iris had also mentioned that the PAC must follow 
the bylaws set out by the CPD. As the bylaws were only in English, Iris translated the material 
into Spanish in order for all the members to understand.   
The process of engaging community members often led to coalition building for the 
various campaigns. In regards to coalition building, the organization focused their efforts on 
creating a volunteer base of members from within the community. LVEJO utilized an 
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intergenerational approach to recruit volunteers although organizers reminisced about the “youth 
soldiers”. Although there were no consistent answer in regards to who was more likely to 
volunteer for the organization, from my participant observations, it appeared that LVEJO 
volunteers varied by project. For instance, the La Villita PAC Board was composed by a large 
portion of Latino professionals in the community (e.g., business owners, coaches, teachers, 
college students). During the March meeting, however, a teacher who was a member of the PAC 
brought his group of students to the meeting. The teacher mentioned that he had brought youth to 
the coal power plant protests as well. Further, youth volunteers were mostly devoting their time 
to a Unilever expansion which was expected to cause pollution near an elementary school. Youth 
volunteerism appeared to vary by season. As they were in school during the months of 
September to June, their participation was expected to increase during the summer time. 
Volunteers who devoted their time at LVEJO’s Troy Garden were composed of older men and 
families.  
Further, various techniques were used to build community coalitions. For instance, one 
mechanism involved creating relationship while providing education via the door-to-door 
technique. Indeed, five of the participants interviewed identified door-to-door techniques of how 
they became involved with the organization. For instance, Teresa, an LVEJO volunteer, 
mentioned how LVEJO staff members came to her door to inform her about the contamination at 
the coal power plant. Additionally, Dina, a former volunteer, shared the following story:  
I was a stay-at-home mom and at that point I wanted to do something different and I 
knew I just didn't want to do the same thing. I had worked at OSCO, and it wasn't 
stimulating. It wasn't me. This woman called…I don't know if you heard of her. She was 
the coal power plant organizer at that point. She came and she knocked on my door and 
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she said "Hey, why don't you come by the office and volunteer?" I said, “I'm 
volunteering.”  
Further, during her interview, Dalia, an LVEJO volunteer, mentioned that LVEJO staff had come 
to her home knocking and letting her know about the community garden. They had explained 
that they were developing the garden and that the community members could have a space to 
garden if they wished. Because Dalia enjoyed gardening, she decided to be part of the 
community gardening efforts.  
Further, some volunteers became members after hearing about LVEJO through other 
avenues including work and community service. In regards to their start in the organization, two 
of my study participants mentioned that they began volunteering for LVEJO because the school 
districts require mandatory community service hours before graduating. Two others mentioned 
that they began their participation with LVEJO after having to attend meetings with their parents; 
this led to them eventually joining LVEJO’s youth group. Three participants also mentioned that 
they had taken their children to LVEJO’s meetings, which forced their children to get involved 
with the organization. Similarly, in an LVEJO newsletter created by youth, one youth wrote the 
following:  
Everyone has a unique experience of how they became involved with LVEJO. There are 
stories of joining through friends, being dragged on a Toxic Tour, or even joining simply 
to fulfill mandatory community service hours for school.  
The executive director mentioned that youth were likely to bring their friends to the meetings, 
which increased the number of volunteers. However, when the youth would leave (e.g., 
graduated, moved out of the community), his or her friends were also likely to stop attendance as 
well.   
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Moreover, Jessica, an LVEJO employee, mentioned that sometimes volunteers filled out 
a short survey to assess their abilities, and they would be placed on projects accordingly. As 
community residents came and went, and some volunteered more than others, Jonathan, the 
executive director, mentioned the following:  
The other issue is that in a community like Little Village, you have to really value 
whatever people can contribute to grassroots work because people are dealing with so 
much in their lives that wherever they can make a contribution is really important. Those 
that go above and beyond are even incredible, right? We have a lot of people that come in 
and come out. And they come back, and they help out. And we really should be always 
welcoming folks back with open arms, and there's some people that have stayed with us 
for a long time and remain a part of that. There's some folks that they haven't come back, 
but played an important role at a certain point in the organization's history. We just try to, 
instead of looking at it as a difficulty, it's more of like how do we just value what people 
have done in the campaigns? Because without them, it doesn't happen.  
The volunteer base was often instrumental to the organization because of the limited staff 
and resources they had. For instance, Unilever, a mayonnaise company, had announced that they 
were going to expand their current operations in Little Village. Such expansion was expected to 
create damage to the environment. Because of the limited resources to adequately campaign 
against the corporation, LVEJO recruited youth volunteers to address the matter. According to 
LVEJO staff, the organization struggled between successes to maintain their volunteer base. 
After the La Villita Park was built, some residents felt like they had accomplished their mission, 
and volunteer attrition was observed. The organization understood this, and during the February 
9th staff meeting, Iris mentioned that it was important to continue to engage members in projects 
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to avoid resident disengagement. Because this study utilized a snowball sampling technique and 
some of the current LVEJO staff members were relatively new to the organization, I was unable 
to locate and speak with some of the Little Village residents involved with the coal power plant 
campaign. I was also told that some of these initial volunteers were young, and some had 
relocated out of Little Village. One LVEJO employee speculated that it must have been difficult 
for some of these volunteers to stay engaged in such a long fight. The process to dismantle the 
site and install the park took approximately 15 years. The employee speculated that volunteer 
attrition was possible given that the successful outcome took a long time to come to fruition. 
Further, in the previous section entitled “Flexible Leadership,” the executive director was quoted 
as detailing the opposing ideologies present in the organization concerning park designs. One 
group of individuals wanted to reject the park until it was built according to plans guided by 
community-input, while another faction was willing to compromise over the design of the park. 
The current LVEJO staff speculated that there may have been some volunteer attrition due to the 
differences in ideology expressed in previous leadership. Given that the relatively new LVEJO 
staff members may have not been acquainted with volunteers who had dropped participation in 
years past, the snowball sampling technique was limited in identifying these past volunteers who 
may have provided a different story to continual engagement efforts.      
Empowering residents. As an organization that was established to intentionally disrupt 
systems of oppression, Iris, mentioned, “I think LVEJO was one of the most realest and honest 
[nonprofits] where you can actually see tangible effects in people's lives due to the organization's 
work and ability to work together and organize the community.” While speaking with Latino 
residents involved with the organization, some mentioned personal benefits, which were linked 
to an increase in education level, knowledge, and career options. The individual-level benefits 
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varied by degree of association with LVEJO, with members who were more intimately involved 
reporting more. Some of these items were tied to individual empowerment. Regardless of degree 
of involvement, study participants stressed empowerment at the community-level, particularly 
the importance of LVEJO leveraging more social services in Little Village. 
Personal benefits stemming from working with LVEJO ranged from individual to 
individual. Dalia, for example, served as a volunteer tending to LVEJO’s community garden. 
She often times took her children with her. Dalia mentioned that she utilized the garden to bond 
with her children and teach them about gardening, which was a personal passion for her. During 
the span of an hour, she mentioned twice how she had shown her daughter that from one 
jalapeno, there were many tiny seedlings that would eventually become many different 
jalapenos. The daughter asked in disbelief if this was true, and Dalia mentioned enjoying the 
time to educate the daughter on these processes.  
Further, in regards to youth, it appeared that LVEJO had contributed to become a safe 
place and a place for youth voice to exist. One writer mentioned the following in El Cilantro:   
Everyone can agree on what made them decide to stay with the organization. They were 
trusted and respected like equals. They were not only allowed, but encouraged, to express 
themselves in ways that no other adult or organization ever had encouraged them to do. 
Unlike school, there were no limits and no restrictions on their involvement in the 
environmental justice campaigns. Even in the articles they wrote for El Cilantro, the 
youth discover that no topic was off limits including controversial ones about sex, 
violence, and drugs. The LVEJO offices become a sanctuary for the youth-a place to 
hang out with friends and work on their passions. They were seen not as young people 
who needed to be constantly lectured to and guided as they are in almost every other 
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aspect of their lives. Even the organizers emphasize their goal of not preaching or giving 
advice because of this. They are appreciated as a valid and influential voice. Their voices 
were not just important to their ventures concerning environmental justice, but also in 
their personal lives. The organizers and leaders of LVEJO truly took care to speak to 
everyone about their lives and to get to know them on a personal level. Those who are 
unsure how to navigate a certain area of their life are given the time to talk and ultimately 
feel confident in themselves and their role in the organization. 
Further, during her interview, Gracie, a long-time LVEJO volunteer, mentioned, “It’s 
been a foundational part of my life, of my academic life, of my personal life, of a lot of growth.  
It’s a huge part of my identity.” Gracie also discussed the LVEJO had kept her out of trouble. 
The organization provided a safe place, and by keeping youth busy, this led to youth not being 
able to do “bad things” like join gangs. Although LVEJO was primarily composed of women of 
color, Gracie mentioned that it was a mix of genders when she participated. Gracie mentioned 
that the importance of two female LVEJO employees in her life:  
So I saw them two as very important people in my life during my adolescence because I 
could talk to them about things that I didn’t feel comfortable talking about with my 
parents when it came to just what it meant to be a woman and how I didn’t really agree 
with the ways that men in my family act to their thoughts of gender roles.  I expressed my 
desire that I wanted to go to college, and they always encouraged me- apply to this, apply 
to that.   
Further, some accounts by participants could be linked to empowerment as participants 
gained a greater sense of control over their lives and/or a greater sense of awareness of their 
human rights. For instance, during her interview, Gracie mentioned the following:  
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I learned that I control my life and no one else does.  I decided what to do and what not to 
do and I eventually speak out whenever there is an injustice and that stems from this 
experience not just to the environment but in other settings as well.  It’s like if something 
is wrong you talk about it, and if it doesn’t, work then you try different strategies.   
Additionally, in the case of Teresa, in the Celotex video, she shared that she lived in front of the 
former coal power plant site, and she would watch as people would dispose of trash as if the field 
was a trash can. In regards to the latter, she stated, “I didn’t say anything. I didn’t think that there 
anything that would stop this situation until they- LVEJO- let me know that I had rights. And if I 
had rights, then the people from down the block and the block over had the right to a beautiful 
place, to have sidewalks, benches, little grass.” While speaking with me, Teresa shared the story 
of her grandson being born with lead in his blood. Teresa mentioned that LVEJO had given her 
advice on how to handle the situation and who to contact to make a complaint. She mentioned 
that LVEJO had made her realize that she had rights in the United States despite being from 
Mexico. Teresa stated, “No sabía que había derechos, que había reglas. Nada de eso. [I didn’t 
know that there were rights, that there were rules. None of that.]” After the baby was born, 
Vanessa was also able to take Teresa to meet with government officials to voice her complaints 
about the matter. Teresa stressed that Vanessa serving as the translator had removed the language 
barrier in speaking with representatives in her area. Senor Servando further mentioned that he 
had trouble getting local officials to take his concerns seriously. He felt that with LVEJO, the 
many voices of supporters were able to supplement his in order to get the needed services in 
Little Village.  
Further, LVEJO did not only guide volunteers in a process in which they discovered their 
rights, but the organization contributed to the development of inspirations, skills, and/or 
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knowledge. For instance, Frank shared his challenge as being the first in his family to attend 
college. He mentioned, “I am like when people asked you what’s your major like what do you 
want to major at, I am like what’s a major.  And basically that’s how ignorant I was.” LVEJO 
staff members had helped him navigate the higher education system. Dina also shared the 
following about her time with LVEJO,  
It was a lot of work, and I really learned so much during that process. It was like going to 
college for me because I had not gone to college. I learned so much those years that I was 
there. That's how I got started, just by volunteering, being there, talking to my buddy, 
going to community meetings. 
This acquisition had helped participants in their personal life, but in other cases, it led to a 
becoming a social change agent. For instance, Judy shared the following story:  
A lot of kids would come with their parents, and I was eight years old. I was in third 
grade. At that time I had gotten really sick because I kept getting asthma attacks, and I 
went to the doctor, and they diagnosed me. They put me on an inhaler and pills. My mom 
didn't want me to become dependent on medicine to get better, so I would only take it 
whenever it would get really bad, so that I eventually didn't need it anymore.  
I got even more involved, because I went on a toxic tour, where they go to each industry, 
and they talk about how it affects the community. To me, it really struck me to hear all 
these facts about the coal power plant. I was like, wow, this is why I have asthma. I got 
really mad. I guess that time was really tough for me at school. I had to miss a lot of 
school. I felt different from other kids. I didn't want that for other kids in my community. 
I wanted to do something to change it. After that, I started getting more involved. 
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I was about still eight. After that, I kept going…All my involvement at LVEJO, I found a 
passion for something, and I want to do something with that for my career. That's one of 
the things that I liked about Little Village, having an organization that focuses on 
something that was important for the community, and through it I got to learn a lot about 
myself, the community, and I found my passion. I'm a major in public policy, and for 
graduate school I can go many routes, like education, sociology, poli-sci. I've been 
applying to those kinds of programs. I'm really interested in doing community 
participatory research. I really have an interest for Native American populations and 
getting them more involved in policy making. I already had a passion for writing and 
reporting, but for a long time they gave me an outlet to be able to find my voice and 
express myself. Through working for them, I got involved in other programs.  
Judy also commented that she had been offered other opportunities because of her involvement 
at LVEJO. She mentioned being a part of “Greening the City,” which was “a program through 
Columbia College” that would require participants to report on various topics. As Judy wanted to 
pursue a journalism degree at the time, she felt that this experience really helped her. 
Additionally, during her freshman year of college, Judy mentioned that she was put into contact 
with an organization that had provided funding for LVEJO in the past. The organization was 
offering “a youth expedition to Antarctica, and they were going to be talking about climate 
change and environmental issues.” Judy ended up being a part of the expedition, and the 
experience was fully-funded. More importantly, Judy learned about “environmental issues from 
a global perspective” in addition to meeting new people and learning “about environmental 
issues that are going on in their communities and projects that they've been a part of.”  
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 Further, the acquisition of knowledge in order to become social change agents was 
evident in Vanessa’s comment. During an interview, she was asked for advice to other 
communities in similar situations as Little Village. She mentioned, 
Definitely don’t give up. And definitely arm yourself with as much research as possible. 
There is tons of capacity in our communities to do research, to do surveys, to collect and 
analyze data. We have to be arming our young people to be thinking about careers in 
math and science and engineering to be able to bring those skills back and help us tackle 
some of these environmental-justice issues. When our campaign started, some of our 
young people were in first or second grade, and those young people are now in college, 
getting their masters in environmental justice, because this had such a resonating effect 
on them. 
Rene also mentioned that his time at LVEJO impacted his career choices. He ended up with a 
Bachelor of Arts in Criminology, Law and Justice as he had witness a strong tie between 
environmental injustices and crime in Little Village. Additionally, with his time at LVEJO, Rene 
mentioned that the organization had taught him how to listen to his opponents and deliver a more 
effective message. He mentioned that in the case of the coal power plants, some did not want to 
hear about equality and equity. For these, LVEJO had discussed the negative economic impacts 
of the plant, which some were more receptive to. This framing of public issues had followed 
Rene, and he was able to use this ability in his life and career.     
In the case of some LVEJO volunteers, they mentioned that whether residents 
volunteered or not, they still benefited from LVEJO’s work. Some mentioned that LVEJO’s 
campaigns had served to educate the public about issues that they would most likely be unaware 
of. This sometimes incited action against social and environmental injustices by community 
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members. Further, LVEJO’s work had helped shape environmental policy. During one of the 
staff meeting, Vanessa shared one of her first drafted bills (see Figure 6). In May, LVEJO had 
also discussed the best strategies to employ to place pressure on mainstream environmentalists to 
include people of color in drafting state environmental policies. These policies would affect 
Little Village Latino residents whether they volunteered with LVEJO or not.    
 
HB 4077 
The Illinois Land Bank Act 
Reimagining Brownfield Utilization, Investment & Local Development (ReBUILD) 
 
Issue:  
Illinois’ communities are important to the social and economic vitality of the state. However, 
many urban, suburban, and rural communities struggle to cope with vacant, abandoned, and 
tax-delinquent properties. These properties represent:  
 Lost revenue to local governments 
 Costs from demolition 
 Safety and health hazards 
 Increase in crime and decrease in neighboring property values 
 Mortgage foreclosure 
 
Land banks can be utilized to facilitate the return of properties to productive use with the 
primary focus on the acquisition of vacant, abandoned, and tax-delinquent property.  
 Georgia, Indiana, Kentucky, Maryland, Michigan, Missouri, Nebraska, New York, Ohio, 
Tennessee, Texas, Washington, and West Virginia all utilize land bank-enabling 
legislation to combat the problem of vacant and abandoned properties.  
 The efficiency and predictability that land banks brings helps create new opportunities for 
redevelopment and spurs community revitalization.  
 Land revitalization improves community health and safety. 
 For every $1 of federal funds spent to redevelop contaminated land, $18 is brought in via 
investment.  
 Redeveloping 1 acre of contaminated land creates an average of 10 jobs. 
 Cleanup and redevelopment increases nearby property values by as much as 15%.  
 
Figure 6: Proposed bill, HB 4077, created with the help of LVEJO. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 156 
 
Proposed Action:  
 
The ReBUILD ACT of 2015 introduced as HB 4077 focuses on:  
 Substantial and meaningful involvement and consultation with impacted communities on 
how real property conveyed by land banks will be used.  
 Land uses that promote and improve community public health and access to health care 
within all communities and neighborhoods. These land uses will include but are not 
limited to:  
 
o Neighborhood health clinics 
o Hospitals 
o Senior and community centers 
o Community open spaces 
o Wildlife conservation areas 
o Urban agriculture 
 
PLEASE SUPPORT HOUSE BILL 4077 TO CREATE THE ILLINOIS LAND BANK 
ACT. 
 
Figure 6 (cont.): Proposed bill, HB 4077, created with the help of LVEJO. 
 
 
Finally, Eduardo, an LVEJO volunteer, mentioned that LVEJO’s work was benefiting 
many residents regardless of their level of involvement with the organization. He stated,  
I mean they have been leading the calls in making these changes to their community. I 
mean like I directly feel better that the park is there. I feel directly better that the coal 
plants are not standing. I mean they're standing, but they're not working, and I'm super 
happy that we have 31st Street Bus Line. Them little things that they're working on 
whether it's beautifying the railroad, where there was also creating a bike trail from here 
to downtown, other things that personally impact me…I mean it's a whole community-
wide scale where everyone is benefiting from their work, our work. 
LVEJO’s process to tackle environmental injustices also influenced ongoing community 
projects. The LVEJO EJ2020 Plan identified seven areas that LVEJO will focus on in the next 
five years, including brownfield re-development, climate adaptation, riverfront re-development, 
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riverfront re-development, just transition/energy resiliency, zero waste and recycling, food 
justice, and environmental justice education. Additionally, the group hopes to challenge the 
unintended consequences of urban beautification projects which typically lead to gentrification 
and the displacement of community residents. They have assigned another graduate student to 
examine this issue more closely. Further, ongoing projects included advocating for a field house, 
which will continue to provide services to community members. The partnering with state 
officials on the project is expected to place pressure on the CPD to provide the monetary funds 
for the building. 
 In regards to the literature pertaining to empowerment, it may be difficult to ensure that 
all the community is empowered. As previously mentioned, it was unclear in whether LVEJO 
served all of Little Village residents as their projects remained situated in the eastern part of the 
neighborhood. Additionally, in their campaigns, LVEJO went door-to-door in order to outreach 
to community residents. LVEJO employees also mentioned that some individuals were not 
receptive to their message. With various door-to-door salespeople, the employees speculated that 
they were sometimes confused with other organizations or businesses, and therefore, some 
residents did not open the door when LVEJO staff members knocked. Non-interest was also 
speculated as occurring. For instance, in LVEJO’s Youth for Change group, some youth dropped 
out because their friends and family members told them to not “waste their time;” “no one 
cares;” and “there’s nothing you can do about it, drop it.” With these sorts of messages, it would 
have been difficult for all residents to feel empowered to take a stance against social and 
environmental injustices in the community. Additionally, within the organization, one 
interviewee mentioned that it would be great if LVEJO allowed youth “to create their own 
projects of something that they're interested in.” During my participant observations, LVEJO 
 158 
 
recruited youth to help on their organization-created project; however, with the coal power plant 
campaign, the Celotex video mentioned that the coal power plant campaign was a youth-created 
project. It was unclear in the past two decades of LVEJO’s existence how many projects were 
initiated by the organization and how many were initiated by its members. This could have 
potentially affected levels of empowerment within the community.   
 Establishing collaborative efforts. LVEJO has partnership relations with various local, 
state, national, and international partners. Some of the partners that were mentioned while I 
observed LVEJO included a DePaul University anthropology professor, who would sometimes 
utilize her undergraduates to do projects for LVEJO while also fulfilling class requirements. 
Additionally, there were mentions of the Growing Power organization, which focuses in 
providing community residents with equal access to health, food, and so forth. LVEJO worked in 
conjunction with the Delta Institute in the development of several brownfields in the Little 
Village-Pilsen area as well. LVEJO understood that sometimes partners would exhibit 
problematic attitudes and behaviors, but working in conjunction with such organizations had to 
occur in order to lessen the impacts of injustices in the community. In this case, working 
partnerships were often found with the CPD, a local non-profit group dedicated to community 
development projects, and the mainstream environmental groups.    
The small size of LVEJO sometimes gave the impression that partnership relations were 
limited. However, Iris mentioned the following: “I didn't know we were as connected as we are 
with other movements, other environmental justice organizations and movements in the United 
States and internationally with different state institutions.” During my observations from 
February to May, it appeared that LVEJO actively sought out possible partners by attending 
community events and professional and academic conferences. The executive director also 
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mentioned of possible collaboration with other agencies in the community. He once told staff 
that “your work is being tested” when working with other agencies. The need to follow through 
with projects would enhance the relationship with other partners and this may lead to more 
opportunities.  
Examples in Projects 
Throughout their two decades of existence, LVEJO has had various projects that they 
have worked on which exemplify the four main strategies (e.g., shared knowledge-base, 
community engagement using various tactics, community empowerment, and collaborative 
efforts) identified above. Although the strategies build upon themselves, there were times where 
the organization had to be flexible.  
The Unilever expansion. One of the major projects LVEJO was currently working on 
was addressing the concerns created by the company of Unilever. Unilever, a maker of 
mayonnaise, has been in Little Village since the early 1900s (Maidenberg, 2015). The company 
was seeking to expand their operations. It was currently located behind Zapata Elementary 
School on Kilbourn Ave. The company sought to expand their facility to 26th Street to allow for 
more operations on-site. Unilever was working with a nonprofit group invested in community 
development projects and Alderman Ricardo Munoz to expand its site. LVEJO mentioned that 
they were informed about the expansion in late 2014. By January of 2015, a Chicago Business 
article stated that the Alderman had brought forth a zoning application (Maidenberg, 2015).  
The Unilever expansion project was discussed throughout my data collection process, 
starting with the first staff meeting observation dated on February 9th. On February 16th and 
March 16th, Jonathan, the executive director, mentioned that the nonprofit group had moved 
rather quickly to formulate a Community Benefits Agreement (CBA) with Unilever. The 
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organization encouraged residents and other community organizations to send in their questions 
and concerns. Jonathan and Vanessa had sent in three questions they wanted addressed by 
Unilever, but the nonprofit group only considered one, which Unilever did not properly address. 
Additionally, in the original draft of CBA, environmental pollution was not adequately 
addressed. For instance, Unilever agreed to donate 3 to 4 acres to either the Chicago Park District 
or Chicago Public Schools. These acres would be brownfields which Unilever would not be 
responsible for cleaning. LVEJO staff members remained doubtful that these two entities would 
want to invest the funds to clean the site given their prior experience with these agencies.  
Strategies utilized. The push to expand Unilever had occurred rather quickly. According 
to Frank, an LVEJO volunteer, “within two months they want to build a brand new factory.” Due 
to time constraints and limited capacity, LVEJO had to modify their strategies accordingly. On 
February 16th, during the staff meeting, Jonathan mentioned that LVEJO must write an op-ed, 
which would be promoted through social media. The op-ed was written in collaboration with a 
member of the Little Village Chamber of Commerce as the chamber “could get a better response 
than LVEJO” (see Figure 7). Jonathan also mentioned that the local elections (e.g., elections 
were being hosted for alderman and mayor) could also be used to leverage opposition to the 
project.  
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The Unilever Expansion will Hurt Businesses and Air Quality in La Villita 
La Villita has recently learned that the Unilever company has plans to expand their production 
by moving to a site on 26th and Kostner.  The proposed re-location of Unilever quickly gained 
the support of Alderman Ricardo Muñoz who accomplished to re-zone the property on behalf of 
the business.  Though a community benefits agreement is currently under development, Unilever 
and Alderman Muñoz have failed to address major concerns raised by the community. 
In community meetings that we have attended with Unilever it has become obvious that the 
project will severely impact the air quality near Zapata Elementary and also hurt local businesses 
on 26th street.  For those reasons we are not confident that the amount of temporary jobs 
provided by Unilever is worth the health of children and local economic activity. 
LVEJO is very concerned that truck traffic near Zapata Elementary will intensify as a result of 
the Unilever expansion.  According to Unilever’s own estimates truck traffic is expected to 
increase by 15 diesel trucks per hour.  Unilever trucks will drive through La Villita 24 hours a 
day and we know that trucks will drive through 26th street and other neighborhood streets.   
Diesel engine trucks such as those used by Unilever produce a lot of fine-particle pollution. 
Increased levels of particle pollution have been linked to increased hospital admissions, 
emergency room visits, asthma attacks, and premature deaths of those already suffering from 
respiratory issues. Diesel engine trucks also produce nitrogen oxides which can damage lung 
tissue, lower people’s resistance to respiratory infection, and worsen already existing lung 
diseases, such as asthma.  
For more than forty years the Little Village Chamber of Commerce has represented all retail 
business in the area with the vast majority along 26th St.  Part of our vision is to become a 
healthy community and we feel that Unilever moving to 26th St will affect the vision to become a 
healthy community. 
The Little Village Chamber of Commerce would like to remind the public about the two Little 
Village Quality of Life Plans done in 2005 and 2013.  Both plans involved residents, community 
based organizations and local politicians, and all agreed that the property in question should be 
of a MIX USE and NOT Industrial.   By agreeing to re-locate Unilever to 26th and Kostner, 
Alderman Muñoz and supporters of the project are violating our agreement with the community 
that drafted these 2 documents. 
We call on Alderman Muñoz to stop the Unilever expansion project.  The project feels rushed 
and has not considered the health of neighborhood children. Many people in the community have 
voiced a concern with placing an industrial facility next to an Elementary School.  Community 
health impacts must be prioritized in any development project in La Villita.  
Figure 7: This was the open letter shared on LVEJO’s Facebook page on February 7th. The letter 
was available in Spanish and English. 
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During the March 16th staff meeting, Jonathan and Vanessa mentioned that they had 
spoken with their lawyer. The lawyer stated that one of the ways to stop the expansion would be 
through filing an injunction. An injunction would temporary freeze the project, and during a 
period of 10 days, the party filing the injunction would have to show evidence that the project 
would be harmful. According to the lawyer, filing an injunction was too risky for LVEJO to 
undertake because the process was expensive and time consuming. If the injunction was found in 
favor of Unilever, LVEJO would lose money. The lawyer stated that Zapata Elementary would 
be a better candidate to file an injunction. In this case, Zapata Elementary would have to 
demonstrate that the Unilever expansion would negatively impact their students’ health. Vanessa 
doubted the school staff would take action, unless parents put pressure on administrators. Even 
then, this was a short period of time.  
Because of the other major projects LVEJO was undertaking such as hosting the youth 
summit, Jonathan mentioned that the group may not be able to undertake a full campaign against 
Unilever. This was stated during several staff meetings occurring in February, March, and April. 
Despite minimal involvement in the process, they would have to clarify their position, as 
LVEJO’s resistance to Unilever’s CBA was being portrayed by some community members as if 
LVEJO was against jobs. Jonathan mentioned that they had to decide whether the organization 
was against the expansion or whether they were simply trying to reach a better CBA. In future 
meetings, it became apparent that they opted for the latter option. Vanessa would occasionally 
mention that the organization was not against business, but when contamination and pollution 
affect health, community residents may have to spend more days at home being sick. This would 
have an impact on their family household, which means that the profits they were promised did 
not balance out with health. Additionally, Jonathan mentioned that there were already some 
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concerns voiced by residents living in close proximity to Zapata Elementary and Unilever. 
Jonathan mentioned that these residents would have to publically voice their concerns to 
Unilever. As it was children who were to be most impacted, Jonathan stated that LVEJO 
employees could speak with youth who had attended Zapata Elementary as children. Perhaps 
these alumni would want to take part against the expansion, which would help LVEJO due to 
their lack of funds and capacity. As such, Abby and Jessica spearheaded the youth involvement 
campaign. On March 20th, the first youth meeting took place, which resulted in the Youth for 
Change group.  
Unilever concerns were further mentioned at the March 30th staff meeting. Abby reported 
to the group that she would continue to work with the Youth for Change group to increase 
community presence at the next Unilever meeting to be held the next day on March 31st. During 
the meeting, Vanessa reported that one of LVEJO’s acquaintances happened to live in the 
neighborhood being affected by the development; the resident complained about a smell coming 
from Unilever. Vanessa gave him the appropriate agencies who handled this type of matter, and 
she told him that he needed to document everything. She mentioned that “documentation from 
different people will most likely prompt an investigation.”  
After the meeting held on Tuesday, March 31st, Jonathan mentioned to the LVEJO staff 
that the community residents were treated in highly problematic ways. For instance, the 
translators at the meeting were not correctly translating information; rather they were pushing 
information that would benefit the company. Additionally, Unilever representatives stated that 
they would not attend any more meetings with community residents. This meeting set motion for 
more confrontational attacks against the company on behalf of LVEJO. During the April 6th staff 
meeting, Abby also mentioned having trouble with the youth group working against Unilever. 
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She mentioned that many of the youth who showed up at the first meeting had dropped out 
because their friends, teachers, and family members were telling them things like “don’t waste 
their time;” “no one cares;” and “there’s nothing you can do about it, drop it.” Jessica added that 
this project was too big for a small organization to take on, especially with youth being 
discouraged. The executive director also mentioned that it was hard to stop a project once it had 
alderman approval, which the group had an inclination that the alderman had already approved 
the project. Due to lack of resources and capacity to run a full-pledge campaign, the organization 
decided they should write an open letter against the project. On April 7th, another open letter was 
shared on the LVEJO Facebook page (see Figure 8).  
 
An Open Letter to Unilever CEO Paul Polman, Alderman Ricardo Munoz, and the 
26th and Kostner Council 
 
On Tuesday, March 31st members of LVEJO attended the community meeting to discuss 
Unilever’s plans to expand its facility at 26th and Kostner in Little Village. As an organization 
with deep roots in the neighborhood we are extremely concerened by the responses and attitude 
of Unilever’s representatives to the questions raised by community members. We are also 
concerned that Alderman Munoz and the 26th and Kostner Council are committed to forcing 
through the project despite serious problems that were highlighted at the meeting. This was 
apparente when translation services were decidedly skewed to favor Unilever’s plans during the 
meeting.  
 
At the meeting, many neighbors raised serious issues with Unilever’s failure to address issues 
such as parking, strong odors, garbage, and home damage committed in the past. The meeting 
also clarified that Unilever does not intend to negotiate with the community and is moving 
forward with its plans to expand. In response to repeated questioning, Unilever admitted that:  
 
1. There is a very real possibility that in the future Unilever could require over 500 
trucks a day to travel to its site next to Zapata Elementary.  
2. Unilever is unwilling to pay for a zero-emission truck fleet.  
3. Unilever will donate land for the expansion of Zapata elementary but will not pay 
for the remediation of the land. The land will be donated “as is.”  
4. Representatives from Unilever will not attend another community meeting and will 
not delay its plans. 
Figure 8: This was the open letter shared on LVEJO’s Facebook page on April 7th. The letter 
was available in Spanish and English. 
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Our organization refuses to believe that a multi-national corporation with over 6 billion dollars of 
profit reported in 2014 lacks the resources to utilize a zero-emission truck fleet. Our organization 
is very concerned that an increase in truck traffic will severely impact air quality in the area 
particularly around Zapata Elementary. The admission of Unilever that it will not even consider 
a zero-emission truck fleet strikes us as disrespectful to the community and its need for a 
healthier community. It is also angering that given its profits Unilever will not put forth the 
resources to remediate the land that will be donated to Zapata. The costs related to remediating 
land will be expensive and we have no confidence that CPS will expand the resources to clean 
the land. We believe that Alderman Munoz is misleading the community by proposing that the 
school district will willingly put forth the resources for this project.  
 
Finally, it is unacceptable that Unilever’s representatives refused to future meetings with the 
community to discuss the expansion project. The project represents a massive transformation of 
an important intersection in the community and requires significant community engagment. 
More importantly, the proposed location of the Unilever expansion next to an elementary school 
raises serious health concerns that need to [be] addressed with great patience for community 
members.  
 
Based on our evaluation of the expansion project LVEJO calls upon Unilever CEO Paul Polman, 
Alderman Ricardo Munoz, and the 26th and Kostner Council to stop and reconsider the 
expansion project. The conceptualization of the expansion project, the re-zoning of the land, and 
the community engagment process have been rushed and are ill-conceived. We have the 
following recommendations:    
1. Alderman Muñoz must suspend Unilever’s re-zoning application until all 
community concerns have been addressed through a thick community engagement 
process. 
2. Unilever must commit to utilizing a zero emissions truck fleet at its facility.  
3. Unilever must commit to paying for the remediation of the land that will be donated 
to Zapata to the standard that is required for a school. 
4. The 26th and Kostner Council must require Unilever to meet with community 
members multiple times and must represent the will of the community if it opposes 
the project.  
5. The 26th and Kostner Council must require Unilever to commit to hiring from the 
community and paying living wage jobs.  
In the past, our community has suffered from high rates of cancers and respiratory illnesses 
because elected officials and those representing the community allowed polluting companies to 
enact whatever plans they desired irrespective of community health. This is no longer acceptable. 
We urge you to recognize that the Unilever expansion project and re-zoning of the parcel ignores 
the health of school children and neighbors, and neglects the great need for healthier spaces in 
Little Village. 
Figure 8 (cont.): This was the open letter shared on LVEJO’s Facebook page on April 7th. The 
letter was available in Spanish and English. 
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  Additionally, on April 7th, the Unilever CEO Paul Polman was expected to receive the 
Chicago Executive’s Club award. Polman would also give a speech at the event; his speech was 
supposed to discuss how Unilever was “playing a leading role in addressing how business can be 
a force for positive change”. The speech would also discuss “why Unilever has been 
championing an ambitious new development agenda and a meaningful and binding climate deal 
that could create a new understanding of our economic system to protect the planet” (PR 
Newswire, 2015, para. 2). Polman was also previously featured on The Telegraph, admonishing 
profit-driven companies that were not sustainable (Burn-Callandar, 2015). The article 
specifically addressed climate change, and there was mention that Unilever strived to use zero-
waste material.  
During the April 6th staff meeting, the LVEJO executive director mentioned that they 
should picket the event. That afternoon, staff members spent time getting flyers and posters 
ready. The next day, three LVEJO staff and one LVEJO board member hosted a picket and 
passed out fliers containing more information about the Unilever expansion. LVEJO also handed 
out fliers. The flyer had the following three points on the left hand side: “Unilever is the 3rd 
largest consumer products company;” “Hellman’s is the world’s #1 mayonnaise brand;” and 
“Made over $6 billion in profit in 2014.” In the center of the flyer, the following question was 
then posed: “What do the 1,000 students next door at Zapata School get?” The answer was “500 
more trucks a day running next door;” “contaminated land donated for school will not be 
cleaned;” and Unilever will not meet with the community to discuss concerns.” The bottom of 
the flyer had LVEJO’s request for Unilever to use zero-emission truck fleets and well as for the 
contaminated land to be cleaned. 
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During the next few weeks, LVEJO invested its resources in hosting the youth summit, 
but the topic of Unilever would occasionally come up. For instance, on April 13th, Jessica, an 
LVEJO employee, mentioned that she had attended a community meeting regarding the 
expansion. Concerned community members had shown up to the meeting. They wanted the CBA 
to specify that Unilever would pay for any damages incurred to streets and homes. Community 
members had also asked about possible jobs that the expansion would bring to the neighborhood, 
but it appeared that the company expected the residents to not have the required qualifications 
(e.g., degrees) for it. Concerned residents wanted more information about the contamination on-
site. According to Jessica, a personnel member from the non-profit organization invested in 
community development projects who was working with Unilever seemed to suggest that 
LVEJO had undergone a similar challenge with the coal power plant, but with the help of the 
community, the site was cleaned. The personnel member warned the community residents that 
this would be a lengthy process as it took LVEJO about 15 years to get the coal power plant site 
cleaned. Jessica stated that she interjected and told the nonprofit organization worker that these 
cases were distinct as LVEJO put pressure on the private business that owned the contaminated 
site to clean up the site; it was not a community fundraiser. In the case of Unilever, it was 
perceived by LVEJO staff members that the nonprofit organization invested in community 
development projects was not putting enough pressure on Unilever to clean up the site. The 
executive director thanked Jessica for showing up at the meeting, but he warned staff that 
LVEJO was at full capacity right now, and they would need to be selective about the projects 
that they undertook. He mentioned that “people keep hitting us up,” and we can’t be at the burnt-
out stage. He mentioned that unless something was “directly connected” to the walkway project, 
LVEJO garden, park, youth summit, or something that directly tied in with current campaigns, 
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the organization could not take it on. Taking on more projects would require hiring more 
personnel which was not feasible at the moment.      
After the summit on April 18th, however, LVEJO found itself with more time to invest to 
the Unilever project. During the April 20th meeting, the executive director mentioned that the 
expansion was supposed to receive zoning approval. Once a project gets approval, it was hard to 
stop the project. LVEJO staff members were under the impression that Unilever was going to get 
approval because it was in the process and the alderman appeared to be supportive. However, 
because of the pressure from LVEJO, the alderman had pulled the zoning application. According 
to the executive director, the organization was as the point where they could not do a full-fledge 
campaign against the campaign, but now they found themselves with more time as the zoning 
application had been pulled and their summit had already occurred. The executive director 
mentioned that the organization could now spend more time educating the community residents 
about the negative impacts of the projects. The executive director mentioned the plans to invite 
the Respiratory Health Association to discuss the health impacts of having high-traffic by trucks.  
During the meeting, the executive director also asked, “What are the base-building 
opportunities that can come out of Unilever without compromising our capacity?” He stated that 
there were opportunities to use residents living near Zapata Elementary for future community 
coalition. This was important particularly because LVEJO’s presence had not been pronounced 
on the west side of Little Village. This would begin to establish needed relationships. 
Additionally, LVEJO’s lawyer had mentioned that Zapata Elementary was the one in the position 
to file the injunction. The executive director speculated that Unilever must have known this and 
perhaps that is why they were donating the land. Vanessa, an LVEJO employee, mentioned that 
they should write a letter to the Zapata principal, the LSC, and the alderman. The staff members 
 169 
 
were asked for additional feedback. Iris mentioned that they liked the approach, and it showed 
that LVEJO was not against jobs; rather the negative impacts the project may have on the 
neighborhood. The executive director also mentioned that the non-profit invested in community 
development projects was trying to position itself as representative of community needs while 
holding the alderman accountable. Throughout the project, however, it appeared that they were 
pro-business. Although the non-profit had mentioned that they were interested in environmental 
impacts, they reflected the “culture of compromise” where they were willing to compromise with 
big companies and violate the environmental justice principles. LVEJO mentioned that in their 
case, at least they were trying to offer community members protections by having a clear CBA 
written out before proceeding with the project. Once the zoning is approved, there would be very 
little community residents could do to hold Unilever accountable.       
A final meeting had been set for May 5th to get community input regarding the expansion. 
During the May 4th staff meeting, the executive director mentioned that the personnel from the 
non-profit invested in community development projects stressed that there was no opposition to 
the project in an email she had drafted. Because it was unclear whether residents living in the 
surrounding area of the Unilever Company knew about the expansion, the executive director and 
an LVEJO employee announced that they would be doing a press release that day outside of 
Zapata Elementary School. Additionally, all staff members who could spare time would go door-
knocking and speak to residents about the proposed expansion, and they would collect petition 
signatures to put pressure on the company to utilize more sustainable practices. Jonathan warned 
staff that they had to remain professional and composed throughout the process. Additionally, 
the Youth for Change group would craft an open letter the next day in opposition to the 
expansion (see Figure 9). At approximately 3:30 p.m., two LVEJO employees, the executive 
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director, and I headed to the neighborhood situated next to Zapata School. I was paired up with 
Iris, and we were assigned the houses across the school, while the executive director and the 
other employee each took a different block of houses. While listening to Iris speak to passersby 
and residents outside their homes, she asked residents if they had heard of the expansion. The 
majority stated no. Iris informed them about the proposed project, the possible impacts on health, 
and the unwillingness of Unilever to use sustainable practices despite making lots in profit. 
Additionally, she stated that LVEJO was not against business, but they would simply like to 
observe better practices among businesses in the community.          
 
An Open Letter to Unilever CEO Paul Polman, Unilever Factory Director Mark Carter, 
Alderman Ricardo Munoz, the 26th and Kostner Council and the Ben & Jerry’s Board.  
 
As youth activists in Little Village fighting for environmental justice, we see the proposed 
expansion of Unilever as creating a negative impact in our community. Unilever is planning to 
expand their production to a site on 26th and Kostner right next door to Zapata Elementary 
Academy, which currently houses 1,000 students.  
 
Unilever has admitted that the expansion will mean there may be about 500 additional diesel 
trucks a day that travel to and from the site. That being said, the quality of air in Little Village 
does not seem to be of priority to Unilever. Diesel engine trucks produce a lot of fine-particle 
pollutants; that have been linked to asthma, respiratory disease and overall damage to lung 
tissues.  
 
We ask that Unilever commit to a zero-emission truck fleet by 2020, something that financially 
is well under their capacity considering they are a multi-national corporation that profited over 6 
billion dollars in 2014. It is not only in our best interest in Little Village that Unilever start the 
initiative here for zero-emissions, but also Unilever companies globally can look here for a 
model to follow.  
 
Figure 9: Open letter drafted by the Youth for Change group by LVEJO and shared on 
Facebook on May 5, 2015. 
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While we appreciate that Unilever is willing to donate land for the expansion of Zapata 
Elementary Academy they will not pay for the remediation of the land. The land will be donated 
“as is”. Unilever is recommending that community members pressure Chicago Public Schools to 
clean the land; currently CPS is projecting a $1.14 billion budget deficit. We do not believe this 
is a practical option to get the remediation of the land.  
 
We ask that Unilever agree to remediate the donated land. Given that Unilever has been in our 
community since 1918, now is a great chance for them to implement “The Unilever Sustainable 
Living Plan (which) sets out to decouple growth from our environmental impact, while 
increasing our positive social impact.”  
 
We do not see the expansion of Unilever as a benefit to the community, rather as a project that 
will negatively impact our health here in Little Village, unless our concerns are met.  
 
Figure 9 (cont.): Open letter drafted by the Youth for Change group by LVEJO and 
shared on Facebook on May 5, 2015. 
 
Within an hour, the group had collected approximately 50 signatures. LVEJO’s Facebook 
post that night would read, “They say no opposition exists to the Unilever expansion, but we got 
mad signatures today.” At approximately 5 p.m., community members in support of the 
expansion showed up. No one was sure who called them. However, the supporters attacked 
LVEJO for overreaching and being involved in projects pertaining to the west side of the 
neighborhood. Additionally, one supporter stated that community residents had already been 
informed of the project as flyers had been left at their homes. LVEJO’s house visits were 
consequently seen as unnecessary. Jonathan and Abby arrived to the LVEJO office at 
approximately 6 p.m. They discussed the events of the afternoon, and they decided that more 
door knocking and petition signing would occur tomorrow before the meeting. Additionally, the 
youth would have their open letter crafted, which would be pushed through LVEJO’s Facebook 
page.  Currently, the group waits the verdict on the Unilever expansion. They hope that they will 
be able to leverage the best CBA possible for the community, but with the quickness of the 
project, it is difficult to determine the outcome.      
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Dismantling the coal power plant. One of the major achievements associated to LVEJO 
was the dismantling of the coal power plant. In her book, Closing the Cloud Factories, Lydersen 
(2014) spent ample discussion devoted to how LVEJO was able to dismantle the coal power 
plant. Strategies were seen to vary by social, economic, and political climate. As coal power 
plant was dismantled in 2012, LVEJO staff members spent less time discussing this victory. The 
strategies utilized to tackle this environmental injustice are based off of Lydersen’s (2014) work 
in addition to other documents collected and a few interviews of LVEJO members who were 
involved with the organization at that time period.   
Strategies utilized. A variety of strategies were utilized to dismantle the site. According 
to Thompson’s (2013) interview with Vanessa, a current LVEJO employee, Vanessa was being 
negatively impacted by asthma in her family. As she and the organization were surveying 
community residents about Little Village conditions at the time (Lydersen, 2014), they decided 
to ask about respiratory health (Abercrombie, 2013; Thompson, 2013). Many families shared 
their personal stories about being impacted by asthma. This prompted a more thorough 
investigation on the contributors to respiratory illness in Little Village, which led LVEJO to the 
coal power plants. Vanessa was quoted as stating, “It made us want to understand, well, how do 
you burn coal? The more we researched; we were surprised that our local government would 
allow such dirty and outdated technology” (Thompson, 2013, para.  4). LVEJO’s preliminary 
examination at the coal power plant was supplemented by the Harvard School of Public Health 
article which linked the coal power plants in Pilsen and Little Village to asthma attacks, hospital 
visits, and mortality (Lydersen, 2014; Thompson, 2013). This provided the scientific evidence 
needed to support a campaign against the coal power plants (Abercrombie, 2013). 
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The information was then pushed through the community through the door-to-door visits 
(Thompson, 2013). Additionally, Vanessa mentioned, “We had block meetings in which we 
would talk about what is asthma and how do you develop it and what are some of the 
contributing factors” (para. 5). At the time LVEJO also mentioned the impacts it would have on 
residents, including the missed work and school. Thompson’s interview with Vanessa further 
highlighted the frustration Little Village residents felt when realizing that the city was giving 
preference to the profit-making of the coal power plant, versus the health of residents. According 
to the Goldman Environmental Prize (2015) website, Vanessa was then able to convince 
“parents—some of whom were undocumented immigrants afraid to speak up—that they had a 
right to live and raise their children in a neighborhood free from toxic pollution” (para. 5). This 
was the story of participants such as Teresa, an LVEJO volunteer, who offered her story for this 
dissertation. This education component was able to contribute to the creation of a community 
coalition which was able to address the health issue resulting from the coal power plants.  
LVEJO also worked with various other community partners in order to address the 
situation. According to three study participants, LVEJO was able to partner with a Catholic priest 
in the community. According to Gracie, the priest was “very much engaged in social justice.” As 
another coal power plant was situated in Pilsen, LVEJO was able to partner with the Pilsen 
Environmental Rights and Reform Organization (PERRO). PERRO had been organizing against 
the coal power plant in Pilsen since 2002. During this time period, they asked Pilsen community 
residents to sign petitions requesting more regulations concerning the coal power plants’ 
emissions. LVEJO was also able to partner with an Illinois chapter of the Sierra Club and a local 
Greenpeace office. However, this was relationship was strained during a 2006 state agreement 
which was crafted by policy analysts and lawyers without including LVEJO and PERRO. It 
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appeared that the big green (e.g., Sierra Club) got more of a voice in the process, and perhaps 
“some groups were speaking on behalf of other groups or felt empowered enough to speak on 
behalf of everyone” (Lydersen, 2014, p. 34). Although the agencies continued to work together, 
that relationship was strained. There was also a partnership with the Eco-Justice Collaborative in 
2007. The collaborative and LVEJO organized a public forum in partnership with other groups 
such as the Environmental Research Foundation, the Nuclear Energy Information Service, 8th 
Day Center for Justice and Blacks in Green (Lydersen, 2014). In 2009, the Eco-Justice 
Collaborative hosted a trip to West Virginia to show activists how locals were fighting against 
coal mining in their communities. This trip helped LVEJO realize that environmental justice was 
also an economic issue as low-income Whites were being impacted by similar issues in other 
neighborhoods across the country. Additionally, there was hope that strained relationships from 
the past between LVEJO and the mainstream environmental groups would be mended. Together 
the organizations formed the Climate Justice Chicago alliance and further attempted to reengage 
community residents. According to Abercrombie (2013), although some residents joined, other 
declined due to their undocumented status.  
Additionally, LVEJO was able to utilize various tactics against the power plant site, 
including use of confrontational tactics (e.g., protests, demonstrations, pickets) and further 
information disseminating regarding coal power plants. In Thompson’s (2013) meeting with 
Vanessa, Vanessa mentioned that LVEJO requested to meet with city officials regarding the coal 
power plants. After being ignored, the group decided to have a demonstration outside of former 
Mayor Daley’s office. In the demonstration, “forty-one young people laid on the floor and zipped 
themselves up in body bags and put inhalers in their mouths” (p. 6). This resulted in a phone call 
by city officials condemning the actions as inappropriate and an embarrassment to the Mayor. 
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During her interview, Gracie mentioned that LVEJO was able establish their community toxic 
tours to further educate community members; after the tours and LVEJO’s documentary were 
posted online, this brought LVEJO nationwide attention. Press releases were also utilized as with 
other campaigns (see Figure 10). Dina, a former LVEJO volunteer, further mentioned that she 
was allowed to conduct an outdoor mass at the Catholic Church in response to the environmental 
injustices in partnership with the priest who supported LVEJO’s efforts.    
Press Release 
USEPA ignores Massive Contamination on the new Planned Park Site in Little Village. 
 
Little Village Environmental Justice Organization joins community members and local 
representatives to demand a proper Clean Up of the Celotex Superfund Site on Saturday March 
15, 2008 at 11:00 p.m. at the corner of 31st and Albany. Saturday March 15, 2008 at the Celotex 
Site, we will meet on 31st and Albany. Little Village Community Members, Elected 
Representatives, the Little Village Environmental Justice Organization (LVEJO) and students 
from the community and around the City of Chicago will protest outside the Celotex Site to 
demand a proper cleanup of the 24 acre USEPA toxic Superfund site. The former Asphalt 
Factory will be converted into a public park. The event will begin at 11:00 AM. 
 
Little Village, a neighborhood of 95,000 residents, has been fighting for a park for over 10 years. 
On June 2, 2007 the City of Chicago and Chicago Park District announced they would build a 
park on the Celotex Superfund toxic waste site on 28th and Sacramento. “The Little Village 
Community is glad the City of Chicago and Park District have finally decided on a park site,” 
said Dina Lopez, LVEJO Community Organizer. “However, we will not accept a park that could 
put our health and environment at risk.” We want a proper cap on the site, not just gravel that 
both was dumped with no oversight for its proposed use and that the EPA knows is not a proper 
cap for PAH’s. We need a park for the community that will be safe and used to its full capacity, 
by having the site at street level and properly capped to protect human health. 
 
Community leaders point to a series of dangers posed by not cleaning up the cancer-causing 
polyaromatic hydrocarbon (PAH) hotspots at Celotex, and possible solutions: 
 The Celotex site preliminary hazardous risk score to qualify for the National Priority List’s 
cleanup of contamination ranks higher than any site in the United States: of 703 sites listed 
when the U.S. EPA last categorized Superfund sites. 
 Surrounding Homes that have been contaminated for over 88 years by PAH’s, were 
cleaned up in 2007-2008 and run the risk of re-contamination with the site not being 
brought down to street level and capped. 
 
Figure 10: Press release utilized during the coal power plant campaign 
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 Cleaning the Celotex site and surrounding neighborhood is feasible. Barrie Park, a similar 
Superfund site in Oak Park, IL, was recently cleaned up to Illinois EPA park & residential 
standards. 
 Cleanup of the Celotex site in Little Village is affordable and will take less then $50 
million, which the USEPA is NOT enforcing. 
 
The USEPA heard from Community members in a public meeting 10 years ago that the site 
should be remediated for public use. Those plans have remained the same yet the USEPA is 
ignoring both our health and the environment. Community members fought to enforce and won 
full residential Remediation without any support from the USEPA. Now we are once again 
fighting the Agency that is suppose to protect our human health, the USEPA is claiming that 
gravel dumped, with no Agency supervision is safe enough for our community. The U.S. E.P.A. 
has publicly stated that the site will only be, “Tweaked from Industrial Standards and given to 
the City of Chicago for a park.” The intervention and negotiation by the U.S. E.P.A have been 
grossly negligent. The USEPA recently stated “they are waiting for the City of Chicago to 
purchase the property before requesting a final report”. This is a perfect example of the USEPA’s 
gross neglect of the primarily Mexican community of Little Village and of environmental racism. 
This is a historic trend by corporations to avoid cleanup in low income and minority 
communities. The Little Village community demands that the entire site be cleaned up properly 
to street level, homes should not run the risk of being re-contaminated, and this would allow the 
park to have much need accommodations such as a field house, swimming pool, gym, and other 
facilities. This plan should be demanded now before the City acquires the property to ensure the 
responsible party pays for the cost and not the City of Chicago tax payers. 
Don’t band aid the Celotex site, clean and cap it and help protect our health. 
Figure 10 (cont.): Press release utilized during the coal power plant campaign 
Further tactics included the LVEJO’s 2009 Coal Olympics event, which was hosted in 
opposition to the City of Chicago’s bid to be considered for the 2016 Olympic Games. The Coal 
Olympics involved youth in a mock hurdling competition, which involved jumping over 
cardboard coal power plant models, while wearing respiratory masks. The youth were given 
mock medals which were painted pieces of coal (Lydersen, 2014). Chicago was eliminated from 
hosting the Olympics, and some stated that it was due to the environmental pollution present in 
the city (Lydersen, 2014). In 2009, LVEJO was able to collaborate with others, with Greenpeace 
taking the lead as their activists climbed up the Fisk smokestack in Pilsen to write the words 
“Quit Coal” (Lydersen, 2014, p. 38). They also hung a bilingual banner from a coal barge that 
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read, “Nosotros Podemos Para el Carbon” and “We Can Stop Coal” (Lydersen, 2014, p. 38). In 
the meantime, others held a vigil. By morning time, the Greenpeace activists were arrested. 
Although they could be held on felony charges, the group pled to a misdemeanor.      
Although this latter type of tactic was useful against the coal power plant, LVEJO 
community residents felt that they could not afford to get arrested. Accordingly, Judy shared the 
following during her interview:  
People needed to take risks. A lot of people from my community can't do that because 
they don't have papers, so they can't put themselves on the line. Also, because if they get 
arrested, that would go on their record, and a lot of people are not willing to do that, 
because they want to get a higher education, they want to get a job, and they're scared 
that taking a risk might affect them in the long run. Then we would get people that would 
be willing to take that risk. A lot of white people would volunteer to take that risk for us. 
For one of the protests they got on top of the smokestacks, and they put up a banner. 
Such sentiment was also captured by Lydersen (2014).   
 In collaboration with PERRO, LVEJO was able to interweave tactics into traditional 
Latino celebrations and/or festivals. For instance, on one occasion LVEJO and PERRO staff 
members marched down the streets for a Dia de los Muertos (Day of the Dead) procession. Staff 
members marched while holding candles. Some held signs with the number of people who had 
died from coal power plants. In partnering with the Rainforest Action Network, LVEJO was able 
to do theater reenactments, and once, they stopped cars in other neighborhoods to poll 
individuals whether they preferred coal power or clean power (Lydersen, 2014). This partnership 
was also involved with marches against political figures who did not sign the Chicago Clean 
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Power Ordinance. Further tactics included hanging a banner denouncing the coal power plants at 
the Chicago Marathon.  
The tide changed when Mayor Daley retired in 2011. The new mayor, Mayor Rahm 
Emanuel, was instated; the group remained optimistic as Rahm Emanuel had previously come 
out publically against the coal power plants (Abercrombie, 2013). During Mayor Daley’s reign 
in 2006, the coal power plants were ordered to reduce the NOx and sulfur dioxide emissions by 
2018. Although this was a step in the right direction, activists mentioned that more people would 
be exposed to harmful toxins in those 12 years. However, under Mayor Emanuel in 2012, “he 
ordered the two plants to upgrade their pollution controls and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 
Do it in 90 days or shut down, he ordered. The companies shut down” (Abercrombie, 2013; para. 
22). This brought much needed closure to the years fighting against pollution in the 
neighborhood.   
 Being close to success seemed to have changed LVEJO’s strategy. Gracie, an LVEJO 
volunteer, was able to share the following:  
Our strategy had been protesting and demanding for change from the system, but to a 
certain extent, we still kind of do, but I saw shift a lot probably after 2011 when we 
started getting close to these two victories. That’s when it kind of hit us, and we’re like 
very close, like we sensed it, we are not there yet, but we sensed that it could be seen. 
What’s the next step? And so we started thinking a lot about redevelopment and what that 
meant and how redevelopment has historically been done, it’s been done from the 
outside. So we needed to have a game plan. If the coal power plant shutdown, how do we 
want that to look like? If we get the park, how do we want that to look like? And because 
I left around that time, I don’t know to what extent those conversations happened. We’re 
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not used to being in that position of planning, and realizing that we’re at a different stage 
where we’re not asking someone to clean up an industrial space or close it down. We’re 
not protesting at EPA’s office. We are now asking for collaboration from the city because 
the other ones at the side will get spilled. And it’s a different approach because it’s not 
like we want to put blame on them, which is kind of what we were doing before, but I 
think it’s justified because we were doing all of these protesting and stuff for the park and 
for the coal power plant during the Bush administration. I think that’s key because the 
Bush administration was relax in environmental regulations and so that’s why we feel 
like we needed to demand. That changed drastically after Obama became president, and 
Lisa Jackson became administrator, and she pushed him to the forefront.  So that’s why I 
feel like things changed and the approach changed because it felt more collaborative, and 
it felt like people were actually willing to work with us both at the national level but also 
local level…It went from being like we are going to protest in front of your office to let’s 
have a meeting and let’s talk about what we want and how it fulfills your mission and 
then both parties went.   
Gracie mentioned that this led to the rebranding of LVEJO’s strategies, which were not as 
confrontational as they were in the past. She stated that they were not in positions of power, so 
this often made it challenging to enact the sort of change they needed. This also opened the door 
for more collaborative strategies with agencies.  
Chapter Summary    
When taken in consideration, the background information and results section highlight 
the challenges that Little Village has undergone. Due to racial residential segregation, the 
community of Little Village has had to deal with hardships in the housing, employment, 
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educational, and recreational opportunities. Housing has often been crowded in the community, 
and Mexican residents have found themselves dislocated from other neighborhoods because of 
practices such as gentrification. In this case, study participants noted that the other 
neighborhoods had greater access to parks and recreation provisions. Additionally, the industrial 
jobs in the community decreased significantly since the mid-1900s, affecting the job prospects of 
residents. The less steady income makes affordable recreation even more important for residents 
as the costs to recreate in public parks is minimal compared to other attractions. These industrial 
sites have also contributed to present-day negative health impacts in Little Village residents. The 
public school systems have also experienced challenges in Little Village. Although children and 
youth are supposed to have some open space at the schools, this did not necessarily occur. 
Finally, Little Village struggled with limited parks and recreation provisions. These issues helped 
propel the creation of LVEJO. Based on the data collection points, LVEJO’s unique 
organizational culture and strategies utilized were successful in tackling social and 
environmental injustices in Little Village.  
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CHAPTER 6 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
The purpose of this study was to examine how the efforts of LVEJO improved parks and 
recreation provisions in the community of Little Village. The research objectives examined the 
process utilized by the LVEJO in Little Village to increase access to parks and recreation 
provisions and the influence this process has had on ongoing community projects and on 
residents’ feelings of empowerment in their community. The case-study design allowed for an 
in-depth historical examination of Little Village, which highlighted the structural forces 
impacting social services in Little Village. LVEJO was created in response to a gap in services 
related to health and parks and recreation provisions. After their establishment, their 
organizational culture and strategies positioned them well to tackle social and environmental 
injustices. In this chapter, I will discuss the findings as they relate to the literature reviewed in 
Chapter II, including the historical antecedents for lack of access to publically-funded services 
and its impacts on racial disparities, the environmental justice movement as it relates to a racially 
marginalized community, and how the non-profit sector can be mobilized to address social and 
environmental injustices. These perspectives will be useful to extend the conversation related to 
social and environmental justice in the leisure field.  
Theoretical Contributions 
The Environmental Justice Paradigm (EJP) was utilized because it critically assesses the 
relationship of racially marginalized people with the environment (Taylor, 2002). It has posited 
that while non-Hispanic Whites have been historically allowed to enjoy natural settings for 
relaxation and leisure, various racially marginalized communities have not been afforded similar 
opportunities. The framework also helped unearth some of the practices that contributed to Little 
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Village having limited access to adequate natural areas. In addition to shedding light on these 
practices, the EJP was useful in understanding how the nonprofit sector can be utilized to 
mobilize people of color against social and environmental injustices.  
Practices limiting services. The EJP sheds light on the practices that have limited 
racially marginalized communities from having access to adequate parks and recreation 
provisions. In the case of Little Village, urbanization was a contributing factor in the industrial 
sites being placed in the community. Original settlement patterns suggested that ethnic groups, 
such as the Mexican laborers, migrated to these areas because of employment opportunities. As 
the employment sector shifted to focus on service jobs, the industrial sites remained in the 
community. These sites often contributed to the negative health impacts in residents, and they 
also contributed in the land-lock in the community which limited spaces for parks and recreation 
provisions.  
Little Village was also federally recognized as having limited spaces for parks and 
recreation provisions in the lawsuit against the Chicago Park District during the 1980s. Although 
the task force resulting from the lawsuit was disbanded within the decade, Little Village 
residents mentioned that access to parks and recreation provisions were still limited as there was 
only one major park which was in the western part of the neighborhood. Due to the gang 
territorialization in the community, residents living on the eastern part of the neighborhood 
risked harassment if they chose to recreate in the park located in the western portion of the 
neighborhood. In regards to the eastern part of the neighborhood, the open spaces were limited 
and community members found that the land where La Villita Park sits was originally 
contaminated and polluted.         
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Further, there were some accounts on popular media and past research that suggested that 
Latino residents in the community were not good stewards of the green spaces set aside for parks 
and recreation provisions (e.g., Stodolska & Shinew, 2010). These streams highlighted that 
Latino residents often littered the parks available in the community and engaged in graffiti. 
There were some quotes given by past community members that residents did not care about the 
environment. In this study, graffiti, litter, and violence continued to be a cause in the community. 
Although some would advocate for campaigns targeting individual behavior to limit graffiti, 
litter, and violence, LVEJO called attention toward changing individual behavior through 
educational campaigns as well as structural changes including investing in community walls for 
art in the park. LVEJO was also interested in providing youth with safe places in order to deter 
problem behavior.   
The findings in this study were able to show a stark contrast to the views suggesting that 
Latino residents are not good stewards and/or possibly have no interest in the environment. In 
this study, findings suggested that some Latino residents did show an ethic of care toward the 
environment despite obvious struggles with other community members; this ethic of care is often 
not recognized by mainstream environmental movement, popular media, and some other Latino 
residents (Díez, 2006, 2008; Lynch, 1993). In this study, Latino residents reported engaging in 
gardening at LVEJO’s community garden and stewardship opportunities (e.g., park cleanup) at 
La Villita Park. These activities received support by Latino high school students, immigrants, 
professionals, LVEJO staff, and others. LVEJO was also actively involved in the policy 
decisions on the state level. These types of behaviors were suggestive of pro-environmental 
behaviors and values. Latinos’ pro-environmental values have been evident in the literature. For 
instance, Díez (2006, 2008) discussed that Mexican residents have been exposed and possibly 
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influenced by the Mexican Green Movement that occurred during the 1980s and 1990s (Díez, 
2006, 2008). The movement was successful in influencing environmental reforms and policies. 
Latinos in the U.S. have also played an instrumental role in the Chicano Movement and the 
Environmental Justice Movement which has tackled social and environmental injustices.   
Rise of nonprofit organization. In light of this need for parks and recreation provisions, 
the EJP shed light on the local grassroots organizations arising to meet the needs of people of 
color. In regard to Little Village, the Chicago Park District is responsible for providing parks and 
recreation amenities in the community. During the 1980s, the gap in service was highlighted in 
the court case of United States of America Justice Department vs. Chicago Park District where 
Little Village was found having inadequate parks and recreation amenities. Currently, the CPD 
provides services to all Chicago neighborhoods. However, the agency’s fiscal year 2015’s 
structural deficit was cited at $18 million, and the impending cuts to funding due to Governor 
Rauner’s proposed budget cuts could inhibit spending in parks across Chicago neighborhoods, 
including racially marginalized communities. This may mean that all communities may have to 
fundraise to gain necessary resources, which may place some communities of color at risk if they 
do not have access to private and public funders.  
The dismantling of the coal power plant during the 1990s and 2000s further highlighted 
the long legal battle against large corporations whose operations had negative health impacts on 
Latino residents in the community. LVEJO’s confrontational tactics during the dismantling of 
the coal power plant and the creation of La Villita Park brought attention toward the tension 
between public agencies and Latino residents, particularly when the latter felt neglected. 
LVEJO’s tactics were able to ensure that Little Village would not be the path of least resistance. 
These findings support the literature pertaining to environmental justice in marginalized 
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communities, where it has been noted that government intervention may be slow or unable to 
increase access to open space while decreasing access to hazardous toxins in the community. 
Such a lag in government protection may lead to the development of nonprofit organizations to 
help remediate the situation.  
LVEJO’s unique culture and strategies. The findings indicated that LVEJO relied on 
their unique culture and four strategies to tackle social and environmental injustices. First, the 
organizational culture that was conducive to social change included intentionally targeting social 
and environmental injustice, place-based practice and research, and flexible leadership. LVEJO 
was established after a group of parents protested the Gary School Elementary construction 
projects because the projects were negatively affecting school-aged children. As an established 
organization, LVEJO’s first major campaign included dismantling the coal power plant site due 
to the negative health impacts it was having on Little Village residents. Throughout the past two 
decades, the organization has targeted other social and environmental justice-related projects 
including transportation, brownfield redevelopment, and community gardening. This is in 
accordance to Floyd and Johnson’s (2002) work, which suggests that the environmental 
movement is interested in more than just environmental degradation. The authors mentioned that 
the environmental justice movement has broadened and currently tackles issues related to 
“human rights, income inequalities, housing quality, homelessness, access to health care, 
transportation issues, redevelopment of brownfields, occupational safety and health, and 
sustainable development in domestic and international contexts in addition to exposure to 
pollution and toxic hazards” (p. 61). Such issues may need to be tackled by LVEJO in the future, 
but as of yet, funding for staff members is a cause of concern. With the limited number of 
employees, it would be difficult to target all the various components of environmental justice. As 
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such, the non-profit sector may complement municipal government services, but their long-term 
feasibility to complement public services may be questionable, particularly for small non-profit 
organizations.   
Further, LVEJO was invested in implementing place-based practice and research in 
order to tackle social and environmental injustices. This approach was evident with LVEJO’s 
preference to rely on Little Village Latino residents to take upon community projects. LVEJO’s 
flexible leadership also highlighted the need to compromise with community residents based on 
residents’ needs and values. This approach was in support of Floyd and Johnson’s (2002) study, 
which highlighted that “the environmental justice movement ha[d] tended to reject “technocratic 
rationality and top-down managerialism” in favor of “more democratic, locally and regionally 
based, decentralized” approaches (p. 71). With a place-based approach, however, if individuals 
were from outside of Little Village or were not Latino, it would be expected that these 
individuals would find it more difficult to access Latino residents in the community. In some 
cases, LVEJO’s gatekeeping practices appeared to stem from wanting to protect the community 
from agencies and individuals that did not have Little Village’s best interest in mind. However, 
this practice may be unintentionally pushing some middle-income Whites away from the 
organization. Some may argue that this would have a negative impact in the long-run as middle-
income Whites may have their own knowledge and skill set to contribute. Although LVEJO’s 
social and environmental justice philosophy focuses on empowering the Latino residents in the 
community, this study highlights that by placing attention on one group of the community, 
another group may feel turned away. Although LVEJO may need to examine how to include all 
groups, it is wise to remember that some streams of social and environmental justice projects 
focus on shifting power imbalances in society and may, therefore, on racially marginalized group 
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members. By empowering racially marginalized group members and relying on their knowledge 
and skills set, other groups, such as the dominant group, may begin to experience what they 
perceive as negative effects, including feelings of being unwelcome.        
In addition to organizational culture, LVEJO utilized specific strategies to tackle social 
and environmental injustices in Little Village. These strategies included creating a shared 
knowledge-base of information, enabling community engagement using various tactics, 
empowering community residents, and establishing collaborative efforts. Through these four 
strategies various tactics were utilized such as door-to-door outreach to educate individuals about 
social and environmental injustices in the community. Such outreach would sometimes lead to 
coalition building where LVEJO would build a volunteer base to spearhead some of their 
campaigns. These campaigns were known to utilize tactics such as protests, pickets, sit-ins, press 
releases, and so forth. These findings support previous research that mentions that environmental 
justice serves as a social movement relying on a “fusion of the rhetoric and tactics of the U.S. 
civil rights movement and traditional environmental activism” (p. 61). The past social 
movements of the 1960s and 1970s would rely on similar tactics to advocate for justice.  
Supplementing the EJP. In regards to the process LVEJO utilized to tackle social and 
environmental injustices, the EJP could have been supplemented with Foster-Fishman and 
colleagues’ (2001) integrative framework for building collaborative capacity in community 
coalitions. The authors stressed the importance of four factors: member capacity, relational 
capacity, organizational capacity, and programmatic capacity. In regards to member capacity, the 
authors highlighted the importance of core skills and knowledge, core attitudes/motivation, and 
access to member capacity. For the core skills and knowledge, organizations must attract 
members with the necessary skills and knowledge set to collaborate with each other and build 
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effective programs and coalitions. Organizations may have to train members accordingly. In the 
case of LVEJO, the organization appreciated the skills and knowledge set afforded by its 
members, and training was evident by their creation of a shared knowledge-base which included 
hosting various workshops, youth summits, and staff meetings as well as providing training 
material.  
As for the core attitudes/motivations, the authors further stated that “coalition members 
must hold a positive view of themselves and their role in the coalition. When they perceive their 
own legitimacy in the collaborative effort and recognize their own participation competence, 
members are more likely to actively participate and contribute their knowledge and skills to the 
group” (p. 249). In regards to LVEJO volunteers, the majority recognized the importance of their 
work within the organization. In many of the cases volunteers understood their importance 
because LVEJO had been clear in their goals and how members contributed to the overall 
movement of social and environmental justice. Further, access to member capacity stressed the 
importance of building coalitions in order to have a diverse set of skills and knowledge that 
would help the agency in their mission. This was evident in LVEJO’s strategy to enable 
community engagement using various tactics where coalition building occurred with a wide 
variety of community residents (e.g., parents, youth, professionals). An organization would also 
have to support members by enabling their participation and coordinating transportation, child 
care, and so forth. This was evident in LVEJO’s case as the organization welcomed children to 
the different community meetings, and typically an LVEJO employee was assigned to watch 
over the children. 
In addition to member capacity, the authors stressed the importance of relational capacity 
for effective collaborative capacity. This entails fostering both “internal (i.e., relationships across 
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participating members and organizations) and external relationships (i.e., connections between 
the coalition and external entities)” (p. 251). In regards to internal relationship, an organization 
should aim to include members in the decision-making. This was evident in LVEJO staff 
meetings where the collective group would vote on projects. Additionally, issues concerning 
community violence were supposed to involve community residents’ voices instead of LVEJO 
staff member’s personal views. As for external relationships, an organization should foster 
partnership with various community entities. In the case of LVEJO, they were able to partner 
with various local, state, and national community organizations. When possible, LVEJO’s 
collaborative efforts aimed to change public policy affecting people of color as demonstrated by 
the house bill.   
The third item in Foster-Fishman and colleagues’ (2001) integrative framework for 
building collaborative capacity is organizational capacity, which requires strong leadership base. 
In the case of LVEJO, the leadership had changed over the years. The current leadership was 
conducive to social change as the leaders were flexible and were invested in representing 
community member’s values. Finally, the model emphasized programmatic capacity, which 
referred to the ability to “guide the design and implementation of programs that have real, 
meaningful impact within their communities” (p. 256). Programs implemented would be a result 
of community input. In this case, LVEJO was able to acquire community input for various 
projects. LVEJO was also able to implement various workshops, community tours, and youth 
programs to implement social change. Consequently, the EJP was a good tool to use to begin 
exploring LVEJO’s process to tackle social and environmental injustices, and Foster-Fishman 
and colleagues’ (2001) integrative framework complements the EJP by provided concrete 
strategies needed to implement collaborative capacity in community coalitions.   
 190 
 
Residents’ empowerment. Finally, the EJP was able to highlight the community 
empowerment affecting residents involved in environmental justice movements. For this study, 
empowerment was regarded as “a group-based, participatory, developmental process through 
which marginalized or oppressed individuals and groups gain greater control over their lives and 
environment, acquire valued resources and basic rights, and achieve important life goals and 
reduced societal marginalization” (Maton, 2008, p. 5). In the case of LVEJO, community 
empowerment was embedded in the organization’s philosophy. LVEJO staff and volunteers 
mentioned that projects were a result of a group-based and democratic system. Even researchers 
working with the organization had to receive approval by the group, and researchers were 
encouraged to use a participatory approach. Additionally, community residents recruited to the 
organization were utilized in community protests, sit-ins, and pickets. They were also mobilized 
to attend community meetings with various public agencies. These activities led to personal 
benefits in some LVEJO volunteers, including feeling like they were being heard and influencing 
employment and educational opportunities. Ultimately, these activities contributed to community 
empowerment as the tactics were successful in leveraging resources in Little Village. These 
resources were expected to impact the life chances of community members as there were now 
more opportunities to improve the general health and well-being of residents.  
Although the organization strived to empower Latino residents, the findings suggested 
that it may be difficult to ensure that all community residents are empowered. As previously 
mentioned, it was unclear in whether LVEJO served all of Little Village residents as their 
projects remained situated in the eastern part of the neighborhood. The western portion of the 
neighborhood had not been part of some outreach efforts as the gang boundary typically hindered 
access. Additionally, in their campaigns, LVEJO went door-to-door in order to outreach to 
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community residents. LVEJO employees also mentioned that some individuals were not 
receptive to their message. This was attributed to various reasons, including that LVEJO 
employees being confused with other organizations or businesses, residents not being interested 
in LVEJO’s messages, and residents having a negative view of the organization because of they 
would perceive it as being against jobs. Consequently, although LVEJO strived to include all 
residents in the community decision-making, the study highlighted how difficult it could be to 
empower all residents in the community. Additionally, it may be difficult to empower all 
members within the organization as well. Within the organization, there existed some different 
viewpoints on whether community residents, particularly youth, could really establish their own 
community projects. Additionally, one LVEJO staff members opposed an increase in policing at 
the La Villita Park in light of the stories regarding police brutality on people of color. Although 
the other LVEJO employees understood her stance, they mentioned that their group-based effort 
required that they solicit input from community members. If community members wanted more 
policing, then they would have to reach a common ground in addressing crime at the park. 
Although it would be difficult to empower all residents in Little Village, LVEJO’s victories of 
dismantling a coal power plant, helping to install a 22-acre park and community garden, and 
further remediating brownfields in the community cannot be disregarded.  
Practical Implications 
Given that many municipal government districts are facing financial challenges across 
the country, they may need to rely on other innovative practices to continue to provide parks and 
recreation provisions to all constituents. Such practices may involve taking advantage of the 
nonprofit sector. Although ample research discusses the negative impacts (e.g., stress, lack of 
resources) structural inequalities may cause in marginalized groups, it was the hope of this study 
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to contribute to the strand of literature that provides hope to impacted communities. Few leisure 
studies have examined how individual agencies in the non-profit sector can disrupt oppressive 
structures that lead to a group’s marginalization (e.g., Garcia, 2013; Kelly Pryor & Outley, 
2014). The findings in the study allow for a deeper introspection about the practices of the 
leisure field and practice, and provide insight into how these practices could be further modified 
to meet the ever changing needs of racially marginalized populations. In this case, the findings 
focused on an established ethnic enclave in an urban-setting, which may not translate to young 
Latino communities and/or rural Latino settings; however, the study highlighted some areas of 
concern that researchers and practitioners may need to be cognizant of when working alongside 
marginalized populations. These areas of concerns may be of importance particularly in 
communities where racial tensions may be evident. 
Action research and representation. According to Collins (2005), many professors and 
researchers have implied that they are activist scholars because they expose students to social 
issues, and it is expected that students will take the knowledge and implement changes once they 
begin their careers. Collins (2005) warned that this type of thought may not lead to social 
change, and scholars looking to change the system may need to be political and engaged in the 
community. In the case of this study, I was not allowed access to participants unless I also took 
an active role in the operations of LVEJO and the La Villita PAC Board. During one visit, I was 
asked to call Chicago aldermen to ask them for their support for an ordinance, and on many 
occasions, LVEJO staff members asked me to research topics that would help them refine their 
arguments in support of more social services in the community. This opportunity allowed me to 
understand their process, while ensuring that I took a political stance as I helped the organization 
leverage resources.    
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Further, in regards to representations, the dominant epistemologies have served to 
conceal researchers’ identities. For instance, North American universities have been influenced 
by positivist thinking which emphasizes objective research void of the researcher’s personal 
biases (Coalter, 1998; Rose & Paisley, 2012; Samdahl, 1999). This type of research has been 
heavily criticized by researchers who remain skeptical of truly achieving “value free” findings 
(Kivel, 2005, p. 25). According to Roberts (2010), scholars’ interpretations of the world are 
inherently “ethnocentric” as no human being can ever truly situate him or herself in a “culturally 
neutral observatory” (p. 164). Consequently, scholars must critically analyze the academy as a 
source that enables White privilege to occur. According to Walker and Fenton (2011), the 
writings of White males compose a vast majority of the leisure research published. This presents 
a problem as voices of scholars of color remain marginalized which positions the dominant 
group as the voice of authority in the field (Philipp, 2000). Peller (1995) claimed that the truths 
imparted by the academy are “a function of the ability of the powerful to impose their own 
views, to differentiate between knowledge and myth, reason and emotion, and objectivity and 
subjectivity” (as cited by Glover, 2007, p. 197). Parker and Lynn (2002) added that the literature 
discussing various marginalized racial groups more often than not omits tackling issues such as 
the “abuses of social scientific inquiry and the importance of minority representation in this 
enterprise” (as cited by Glover, 2007, p. 197).  
The research methods most commonly utilized in the field may further privilege a select 
group. The predominance of survey research, interview, and focus groups in our field has 
allowed for incomplete depictions of the other (Samdahl, 1999). Scholars have asserted that 
these forms of data collection may either silence minority voices or inaccurately portray 
minorities and their culture. Some scholars advocate for the usage of ethnographies, participatory 
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research, and counter storytelling among other methods in order to capture study participants’ 
stories and desires (Glover, 2007). As of now, study participants have been relegated as mere 
informants and their words and realities are hidden behind the writings of scholars. In this 
regards, bell hooks (1990) commented the following:   
No need to hear your voice when I can talk about you better than you can speak about 
yourself. No need to hear your voice. Only tell me about your pain. I want to know your 
story. And then I will tell it back to you in a new way. Tell it back to you in such a way 
that it has become mine, my own. Re-writing you, I write myself anew. I am still author, 
authority. I am still the colonizer, the speaking subject, and you are now at the center of 
my talk (as cited by Tribe, 2006, p. 370). 
Samdahl further claimed that methods such as surveys and measurement scales are an expression 
of positivist thinking. Measurement scales, for instance, appear value-free but are also laden with 
values and theoretical assumptions which are often times not explicitly stated. Either way, it 
appears that researchers have more control than their minority subjects in regards to which 
stories are portrayed in the literature.   
This study highlighted the importance of representation in working with racially 
marginalized communities. In this case, LVEJO had hesitations in regards to cross-sectional 
research studies where researchers aimed to describe the neighborhood in objective ways (e.g., 
lower economic status, lower education levels). Although these may seem as helpful descriptors 
of communities and their residents, researchers may need to question why these descriptors are 
necessary as these adjectives have the potential to further damage the reputation of communities. 
In the case of Little Village, the LVEJO executive director mentioned concerns that the research 
findings of Little Village would be used against residents to further marginalize them as 
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undeserving of resources. A mechanism to combat misrepresentation would be to partner with 
community organizations and/or community residents to offer their own perspectives and values 
in a community-based participatory action research design. In the case of LVEJO, the 
organization implemented protective practices which limited access to researchers who did not 
implement such type of best practices. Although this may limit access to expert knowledge (e.g., 
Floyd & Johnson, 2002), this contributes to social and environmental justice efforts in giving 
more power and voice to community residents who have been previously marginalized. In the 
case of this study, I partnered up with LVEJO and ensured that my research objectives would 
feed into their overall mission to serve Latino residents in Little Village. Study findings will also 
be published with the consent of the organization and their volunteers to ensure that their stories 
are accurately represented.    
Community engagement among Latinos. Limited research has been devoted in 
understanding the civic engagement and decisions-making power Latino residents have when 
trying to advocate for more community-based parks and recreation provisions in their own 
communities. Park planners, neighborhood services, and other city officials have discussed the 
challenge of involving Latino residents in the planning for improved parks and recreation 
services. This population has been regarded as difficult to engage for various reasons, including 
the lack of trust they have from local government officials or limited English proficiency (e.g., 
Fisk and Crawford Reuse Task Force, 2012). However, difficulty engaging local residents does 
not seem to be unique to Latinos, as local community disengagement has been a cause of 
concern among many residents regardless of racial and/or ethnic affiliation. Despite the lack of 
engagement attributed to Latinos in previous studies, this case-study suggested that some Latino 
residents can be mobilized to address injustices in their community.  
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In this case, some community members were able to be mobilized because the social and 
environmental injustices personally affected community residents. Additionally, LVEJO ensured 
that residents were able to access information. Accordingly, the La Villita PAC meeting was 
hosted in Spanish the first two months. If it was held in English, a translator was provided. 
Further, LVEJO understood that research may be inaccessible due to the language used in the 
articles and/or the long reports. As such, the organization provided bilingual information sheets 
for community residents. Finally, the organization understood that residents consumed 
information in different ways and thus information was disseminated through the internet, house 
visits, and phone calls.    
Further, it is often the hope of the leisure discipline to be able to study various 
marginalized population to inform practice and better serve residents’ needs. Research regarding 
racially marginalized groups may be used to sensitize practitioners, but findings are not to be 
taken as facts about a group without eliciting community input. Without the community 
engagement component, it would be difficult to determine the needs of a community, particularly 
with groups which may vary in terms of generation status. Additionally, practitioners must 
understand that heterogeneity in the community may impact services. In this case, LVEJO 
discussed services in regards to the demographics being served in the community: youth, 
families, skaters, Spanish-speakers, and so forth. This exhibited the usefulness of utilizing 
community leaders to identify the demographics in their community that need to be served.     
Youth development projects. LVEJO explicitly tackled racism in their organization 
philosophy and programming. This was also evident in LVEJO’s youth arm. According to 
Quiroz- Martínez, HoSang, and Villarosa (2014), youth development practitioners often lack 
research support in addressing structural racism despite having to deal with such issues in their 
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daily work. The authors contrasted a traditional youth development framework with a structural 
racism one (see Table 3). LVEJO’s example fits within the context of structural racism as it 
intentionally addressed racism as an important factor shaping youth’s lives. Through the zine, El 
Cilantro, and the annual youth summit, youth were able to share their personal experiences with 
racism and social and environmental injustices. Youth also played an instrumental role in the 
coalition LVEJO established for the dismantling of the coal power plant and the Unilever 
project.  
 
Table 3:  
 
Youth Development with a Structural Racism Framework: Some Common Features 
 Traditional Youth Development 
 
Youth Development with a 
Structural Racism Framework 
Analysis of 
Racism  
Racism treated as either a minor 
or immutable factor in the 
development of youth, or ignored 
all together.  
Racism recognized as an important 
factor influencing the life chances of 
youth and addressed explicitly and 
intentionally in most aspects of 
program work.  
Youth Engagement  Focuses on individual 
achievement and success, 
typically ignoring structural 
forces. 
Focuses on examining youth 
experience and emotion in context of 
racialized structures of power. 
Action Offers few action opportunities 
for youth or builds those 
opportunities around 
volunteerism and community 
service. 
Offers opportunities for collective 
action responses to individual 
problems and leadership roles for 
youth. 
Organizational 
Development 
No explicit political analysis of 
racism; organizational self-
perception as “race neutral.” 
Organization prioritizes a shared anti-
racist political analysis that influences 
program development and 
implementation. 
 
Additionally, this study provides hopeful insights into serving communities in general, 
particularly in regards to incorporating youth in the process of community planning. Some 
examples of incorporating youth are already present. For instance, Brazos Valley Obesity 
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Prevention Network’s (2015) UP-BEAT Obesity Prevention program was established to address 
obesity through changes in policy and environmental conditions. In addressing obesity, one of 
the partners (TAMU/Texas AgriLIFE Extension Service Youth Development Initiative) was 
responsible for training youth to conduct community assessment using culturally-sensitive tools. 
The youth group was then responsible to provide recommendations to UP-BEAT workgroups, 
community groups, and decision making bodies.   
During my time spent as a doctoral student, I spent three summers being a camp director 
for an art camp serving children aged 5 through 11. With the knowledge gained during my 
dissertation work, I realized during my last summer in the position that my youth program 
allowed for an opportunity for young children to learn more about community planning and gain 
knowledge of how this process works. For the theme entitled, Earth and the Environment, I 
invited a park planner/landscape architect to meet with our children. I informed the park 
planner/landscape architect that I had been impressed with LVEJO’s ability to incorporate youth 
in the community planning process, and I would like the children in my program to be involved 
in a charrettes activity in order for them to understand that residents can potentially affect the 
services at their local parks. The park planner/landscape architect responded positively and 
mentioned that he looked forward to speaking to the children as he felt that outreach to 
community members should be pursued. He was so excited about the opportunity that he invited 
two of his colleagues to come along. He also mentioned that he wanted the children’s park 
designs catalogued to provide evidence that all ages could participate in this process.        
Future Directions  
The past four decades of the race and leisure research have unearthed vast findings 
related to the constraints, motivations, and predictors of leisure behavior amongst racially 
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marginalized groups. The major theories in the field have included the marginality and ethnicity 
hypothesis as well as the discrimination framework. Recent developments in the field have also 
begun to call attention toward White privilege, power, and social justice. This study contributed 
to this latter line of research as it was focused on how the non-profit sector tackles social and 
environmental injustices in order to leverage resources in a marginalized community. 
Additionally, it built upon research regarding access to parks and recreation provisions. It 
highlighted that park spaces may be inadequate in communities where climate may impact 
usage; in such communities, facilities such as field houses may address this gap in service. 
Future studies needs to continue examining the different dimension of the construct of access.  
Further, despite our advances, according to critics, there is much work to be done in the 
leisure field. According to Byrne and Wolch (2009), leisure scholars need to take in regard the 
historical and cultural contexts related to the creation of parks in local communities which may 
impact services. This echoes other scholars such as Rojek (1995) who stated that items such as 
freedom and choice to engage in leisure are better understood in relation to social formations. In 
this case, historical and cultural contexts have helped explain the discrepancy in services in Little 
Village. As Latinos continue to migrate to the suburbs and rural areas, leisure scholars may need 
to account for historical and cultural contexts in order to better understand how community-
based parks and recreation services are impacted. These items may also help explain why there is 
an underrepresentation of Latinos in some park spaces. According to Kinsman (1995), “If a 
group is excluded from these landscapes of national identity [such as national parks], then they 
are excluded to a large degree from the nation itself” (p. 301). Extrapolating this to local parks 
may also signal tension in a community and highlight which groups are more likely to be 
excluded from the delivery of public services.  
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Further, this study focused on the process needed to acquire parks and recreation 
provisions, but it did not delve into the negative impacts that may accompany such an increase in 
services in marginalized communities. For instance, when a park is placed in a community, it 
may serve to increase the property values and the taxes on a home, which may spur 
gentrification. The housing units may then become unaffordable, which may contribute to 
residents’ relocation to other communities, and they would be unable to enjoy the amenities 
placed in the community.  
Future leisure studies may also need to address how other racial groups have been 
impacted by social and environmental injustices. In the case of Chicago, other groups such as 
African Americans were also interested in improving the parks and recreation provisions in their 
communities. Although each racial group’s ability to mobilize for resources may help residents, 
they also signal possible tension and competition for resources among the racial groups. This 
may lead to horizontal discrimination. In contrast, in the case of LVEJO, they showed solidarity 
when they brought attention to a tourist event being placed in an African American community 
after the event was said to cause too many environmental impacts in another community. This 
highlights another avenue of study where social and environmental injustices can be a form of 
unity among the various racial groups.      
Finally, LVEJO promoted an intergenerational approach to building their volunteer base. 
In the case of Vanessa, an LVEJO employee, her father was the one who had established the 
organization. Vanessa served an instrumental role in the organization, and she often brought her 
three children to community events (e.g., pickets, youth summit). Many female interviewees also 
reported bringing their children to LVEJO meetings, while some interviewees mentioned being 
involved because their parents had brought them along to community meetings or community 
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tours. Future studies may place attention on the intergenerational nature of social change agents, 
and how these values of social change can be transmitted from one generation to another.    
Final Thoughts  
 The work I conducted with LVEJO was special to me on both a personal and academic 
level. In many ways the community of Little Village paralleled my life growing up in South 
Texas. The community in which I grew up in was composed of mostly Latinos of Mexican 
descent. Residents also faced challenges in terms of poverty and education levels. I lived on a 
street where at least three families sold drugs, and I vividly remember the SWAT team 
conducting a drug bust on one of the homes in my cul-de-sac. Despite this, I generally felt safe in 
my neighborhood, except for a short period of time when I had next door neighbors who would 
occasionally shoot their guns during altercations. During these experiences I had simply learned 
what spaces and people to avoid. The same occurred in Little Village. I knew how to interact 
with community members, and the so-called gang members resembled some of my cousins, 
neighbors, and school peers, which generally made me feel safe.    
Further, I believe my time spent with LVEJO allowed me to stop and reflect on the 
voices that I had ignored throughout my life. Unlike some Latinos of Mexican descent who were 
raised in communities where it was expected to speak in Spanish to other Latinos, my upbringing 
in a conservative state stressed assimilation. I was implicitly and explicitly encouraged to speak 
English only while in public settings; Spanish was only used with close family and friends, and 
Spanglish was common. As a Hispanic fellowship recipient during my Master’s work, I was also 
required to attend various leadership workshops. During the workshops, some fellows were 
encouraged to perfect their English proficiency in order to be accepted in the professional realm, 
while we were all encouraged to speak Spanish to communicate with the communities we would 
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one day serve. In this study, I noticed the change of my speech to speak Spanglish with LVEJO 
staff members which showed to me that I felt comfortable in this setting. I also noticed that I 
reverted to saying my name in Spanish, which was a topic of discussion one day when LVEJO 
requested that I call aldermen’s offices. I mentioned that I had to pronounce my name in English 
so people would not be distracted by my name and begin asking me stereotypical questions about 
my cultural upbringing. I sensed that one LVEJO employee did not approve of this, but the other 
one understood the difficulties navigating these situations. In the same way, the way LVEJO 
staff members spoke was a bit different than what I was used to in the academic world. The 
speech was more informal, and profanity was sometimes used to signal the great emotional 
distress involved with structural inequalities, racism, and discrimination. Again, this was 
something that I was comfortable with. In this study, I chose to not really use this type of 
challenge because it becomes a point of distraction of some readers just like pronouncing my 
name in Spanish.   
In regards to my academic path, this research cemented my passion for serving Latino 
communities. Although this study will be used to fulfill the requirements of my dissertation, I 
was more often than not reminded that I had to maintain a humble demeanor while working with 
other Latino communities regardless of my advanced educational attainment. This was a value 
that was imparted to me by my upbringing and stressed during this study. An education 
attainment may help leverage resources and better articulate arguments, but ultimately 
community residents are the keepers of knowledge regarding their communities. They should be 
seen as the ones in charge of community decisions and solutions; my role will only be to 
complement their voice.      
Conclusion 
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Neighborhoods across the country have relied on community-based parks and recreation 
provisions for affordable recreation. In most communities, such provisions have been offered to 
residents by municipal governments at relatively low costs (Floyd, Taylor, & Whitt-Glover, 
2009; Scott & Munson, 1994). Despite the best intentions of municipal governments to provide 
affordable recreation and equal access to all residents (e.g., Manning & More, 2002), the latest 
research continues to show that some racially marginalized groups (e.g., Latinos, African 
Americans) may lack access to such publically-funded services (Byrne, Wolch, & Zhang, 2009; 
Edwards, Jilcott, Floyd, & Moore, 2011; Taylor, Floyd, Whitt-Glover, & Brooks, 2007; Wolch, 
Wilson, & Fehrenbach, 2005). This has been positioned as a social and environmental justice 
issue as lacking access to quality parks and recreation provisions has led to negative health 
outcomes as well as a decrease in quality of life and general well-being in communities of color 
(Taylor et al., 2007). In the case of Little Village, access to community-based parks and 
recreation provisions has been a salient issue during certain time periods. Their story of limited 
access to such provisions is interwoven in a larger story of disinvestment in the housing, 
employment, and education sector. According to Rojek (1995), “leisure experience is more 
messy than most leisure educators and managers believe” it to be. Leisure is also multi-
dimensional and complex, and it generally “cannot be separated from the rest of life and claim 
that it has unique laws” (p. 1). Such was the case of Little Village as various structural forces 
came together and materialized into a lack of parks and recreation provisions in the community. 
In understanding the story of Little Village and its residents along with LVEJO, this study 
unearthed the importance of recreation, parks, and youth development projects, all subfields of 
our discipline, in tackling social and environmental injustices in racially marginalized 
community.  
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APPENDIX A: RECRUITMENT EMAIL 
Dear ___(Name of Possible Participant)___: 
I am a student at the University of Illinois in the Recreation, Sport and Tourism 
Department. I am doing a project on the parks and recreation services in the community of Little 
Village. I am interested in understanding how nonprofit organizations have helped Little Village 
get more parks in their community. I am also interested to see how the nonprofit organizations 
have used Little Village residents to carry out this work and how that has helped the individuals 
as well as the Little Village community. 
I believe your knowledge about this topic would help this study. With this project, I hope 
to help other Latino communities in the United States get more parks in their communities. As 
such, I would like to know if you would be willing to hold an interview at your convenience. 
Interviews should last 30 minutes to an hour and will be held at a place that we both agree upon. 
The interviews will be recorded in order to review them at a later date.     
I will contact you by telephone in two business days to see if we can schedule a meeting. 
Thank you for considering my request. I hope we can spend some time talking about this subject 
matter in the near future. In the meantime, if any questions arise, feel free to contact me at 956-
536-6441.  
 
Thanks, 
Mariela Fernandez 
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APPENDIX B: RECRUITMENT PHONE CALL 
Hi, this is Mariela Fernandez.  I am a student at the University of Illinois in the Recreation, Sport 
and Tourism Department. The reason I am calling today is because I am doing a project on the 
parks and recreation services in the community of Little Village, and I believe what you know 
about Little Village would help this study. If you are willing to participate, you will be 
interviewed wherever you feel most comfortable. The interview should take about 30-60 minutes 
to complete. Would you be able and willing to participate in the study?    
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APPENDIX C: RECRUITMENT PHONE CALL (SPANISH VERSION) 
Hola, soy Mariela Fernandez.  Soy una estudiante de la Universidad de Illinois en el 
Departamento de Recreación, Deporte y Turismo. La razón por esta llamada es porque estoy 
haciendo un proyecto sobre los parques y servicios de recreación en la comunidad de La Villita, 
y creo que usted podría ayudar por su conocimiento sobre La Villita. Si usted estaría dispuesto a 
participar, usted será entrevistado(a) dondequiera que usted se sienta más cómodo(a). La 
entrevista tomara aproximadamente 30-60 minutos para completar. ¿Sería capaz y dispuesto(a) a 
participar en el estudio? 
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APPENDIX D: LETTER OF CONSENT 
 
Dear Sir/Madam:  
 
You have been asked to join a study on the parks and recreation services in the community of 
Little Village. The study is being done by Mariela Fernandez, a student at the University of 
Illinois in the Recreation, Sport and Tourism Department. The study is about how nonprofit 
organizations have helped Little Village get more parks in their community. We also want to 
know how the nonprofit organizations have used Little Village residents to help get more parks 
in their community and how that has helped residents on an individual basis as well as Little 
Village as a whole.    
 
If you decide to join this study, you will be interviewed. The interview will take about 30 to 60 
minutes. The interview will be tape recorded with your permission. If you want to know more 
about the study findings, we may meet with you once more to share the findings and get more 
comments from you. The second meeting will take about 20 minutes.  
 
Joining the study is voluntary. You do not have to answer every question, and you can ask for the 
tape recorder to be turned off. You may also decide not to participate or to stop participating at 
any time. Your choice to join the study, not participate, or stop participating in the study will not 
have an effect on your future relations with the University of Illinois. Joining this study will have 
no risks beyond those that exist in daily life. Although there is no direct benefit to you, the 
findings in this study may be useful to other communities who want to provide more parks and 
recreation services to Latino residents. The findings of the study may be used in presentations in 
national conferences and/or published in academic journals.  
 
The interviews will remain confidential. Pseudonyms (fake names) will be given to you to help 
maintain confidentiality. The records of this study will be kept private, and the information will 
be kept safe. Any recording will be stored securely, and only Mariela Fernandez, Dr. Kimberly 
Shinew (Mariela’s advisor), and other researchers in this study will have access to the 
recordings. Any recording will be kept for five years then erased.  
 
If you have questions regarding this study, you may contact the principal investigators, Dr. Kim 
Shinew or Mariela Fernandez, by telephone at (956) 536-6441 or by email at 
mfrnndz2@illinois.edu. You may also call Dr. Kim Shinew or Mariela Fernandez if you feel you 
have been injured or harmed by this research. If you have any questions about your rights as a 
participant in this study or any concerns or complaints, please contact the University of Illinois 
Institutional Review Board at 217-333-2670 (collect calls will be accepted if you identify 
yourself as a research participant) or via email at irb@illinois.edu. Please be sure you have read 
the above information, asked questions and received answers to your satisfaction. You will be 
given a copy of the consent form for your records. By signing this document, you consent to 
participate in this study.  
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_____________ By checking here, I am 18 years of age or older.  
_____________ By checking here, I have read and understood the information on this form. 
_____________ By checking here, I have received a copy of this consent form.  
 
 
_____________ I agree for my interview to be recorded. 
 
_____________ I do NOT agree for my interview to be recorded. 
 
Name of Participant: ___________________________________________________________ 
Signature of Participant: _______________________________________ Date: ___________ 
Signature of Researcher: _______________________________________ Date: ___________ 
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APPENDIX E: SPANISH LETTER OF CONSENT 
Estimado Señor/ Señora: 
 
Se le ha pedido participar en un estudio sobre los parques y servicios de recreación en la 
comunidad de La Villita. Este es un estudio realizado por Mariela Fernández, una estudiante en 
la Universidad de Illinois en Urbana-Champaign en el Departamento de Recreación, Deporte y 
Turismo. El estudio es sobre como las organizaciones sin fines de lucro han ayudado a La Villita 
a conseguir más parques en la comunidad. También queremos saber cómo las organizaciones sin 
fines de lucro han utilizado los residentes de La Villita para obtener más parques en su 
comunidad y cómo esto ha ayudado a los residentes individuales así como a La Villita. 
 
Si usted decide participar en este estudio, usted será entrevistado(a). La entrevista tomara como 
unos 30 a 60 minutos. La entrevista será grabada con su permiso. Si quieres saber más acerca de 
los resultados del estudio, volveremos a hablar con usted una vez más para compartir los 
resultados y obtener más comentarios de usted. La segunda reunión tomará como unos 20 
minutos.  
 
Participar en el estudio es voluntario. No tendrá que responder a cada pregunta, y usted puede 
pedir que se apague la grabadora a cualquier momento. Usted también puede decidir no 
participar o dejar de participar en cualquier momento. Participando en el estudio, no 
participando, o parar de participar en el estudio no tendrá efecto en sus futuras relaciones con la 
Universidad de Illinois. Participar en este estudio no tendrá ningún riesgo más allá de los que 
existen en la vida cotidiana. Aunque no hay ningún beneficio directo a usted, los resultados de 
este estudio pueden ayudar a otras comunidades que quieren ofrecer más servicios de recreación 
y parques a los residentes latinos. Los resultados del estudio pueden ser utilizados en 
presentaciones en conferencias nacionales o publicadas en revistas científicas. 
 
Las entrevistas se mantendrán confidenciales. Se le dará un seudónimo (nombre falso) para 
mantener su identidad confidencialidad. Los registros de este estudio se mantendrá privados, y la 
información se mantendrá segura. Cualquier grabación será almacenada con seguridad, y sólo 
Mariela Fernández, Dr. Kimberly Shinew (tutora de Mariela), y otros investigadores en este 
estudio tendrá acceso a las grabaciones. Cualquier grabación estará  almacenada durante cinco 
años y luego borrada. 
 
Si tiene preguntas sobre este estudio, puede comunicarse con Dra. Kim Shinew o Mariela 
Fernández por teléfono a (956) 536-6441 o por correo electrónico a mfrnndz2@illinois.edu. 
También puede comunicarse con Dra. Kim Shinew o Mariela Fernandez si siente que ha sido 
herido o perjudicado por el estudio. Si tiene alguna pregunta sobre sus derechos en el estudio, 
por favor póngase en contacto con la Junta de Revisión Institucional de la Universidad de Illinois 
al 217-333-2670 (llamadas por cobrar se aceptan si se identifica como participante de la 
investigación) o por correo electrónico a irb@illinois.edu. Por favor, asegúrese de haber leído la 
información anterior, haga preguntas y reciba respuestas a su satisfacción. Se le dará una copia 
del formulario de consentimiento para sus registros. Mediante la firma de este documento, usted 
consiente a participar en este estudio. 
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_____________ Marcando aquí certifico que tengo 18 años de edad o mas 
 
_____________ Marcando aquí certifico que he leído y entendido la información en este 
formulario.  
 
_____________ Marcando aquí certifico que he recibido una copia de este formulario de 
consentimiento informado.  
 
 
 
_____________ Estoy de acuerdo en que mi entrevista sea grabada.  
 
_____________ No estoy de acuerdo en que mi entrevista sea grabada.  
 
Nombre del participante: _______________________________________________________ 
Firma del participante: _________________________________________ Fecha: _________  
Firma de la investigadora: _______________________________________Fecha: _________  
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APPENDIX F: INFORMATION SHEET ON OBSERVATIONS 
Thank you for joining the study. By joining the study, you agree to being interviewed. 
The researcher may also take notes about her contact with you and your organization 
as it applies to the study. The information collected will help contextualize the study 
findings.   
What type of information does the researcher write down?  
The researcher will write down only the information that applies to this study. Some 
common notes include the following:   
 Individual characteristics:  Although the researcher will not write down your 
contact information (e.g., name, phone number) in the notes, she may write down 
notes about your personal characteristics or the personal characteristics (e.g., 
gender, age, ethnicity) of the people you serve.   
 Behaviors and gestures: The researcher may also describe your behaviors 
and/or gestures in her notes. Although the interview will be tape recorded, the 
notes will tell the researcher, for example, of any facial expression used to add 
emphasis to a sentence. Your tone may also indicate that you were not serious 
or joking about a topic during the interview. As for the visitors to your 
organization, the researcher may indicate how they behave while visiting your 
organization.  
 Maps: The researcher’s notes may also include a map of the community or the 
places the researcher visits during the study. Because this study is interested in 
parks, this may include a drawing of the parks in Little Village.   
How will my identity be protected if I join the study?  
 The researcher’s notes will not include any of your personal information (e.g., 
names, telephone numbers). The notes will not include the personal information 
of your visitors either.   
 If personal information is needed in the notes to contact you again for a second 
visit, the researcher will keep your personal information (e.g., names, telephone 
numbers) in a safe, secure place. Information will only be shared with other 
researchers involved in the study. Information will be destroyed when the study is 
over.  
Can I still join the study if I do not want to be observed?  
 Yes! Being observed is not needed to join the study. If you do not want to be 
observed, simply let us know on the next page. Choosing to not be observed will 
not affect your relationship with the researcher or the University of Illinois.  
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_____________ I agree to be observed.  
 
_____________ I do NOT agree to be observed.  
 
Name of Participant: ___________________________________________________________ 
Signature of Participant: _______________________________________ Date: ___________ 
Signature of Researcher: _______________________________________ Date: ___________ 
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APPENDIX G: INTERVIEW PROTOCOL (NONPROFIT)  
 
To be completed by interviewer:  
 
Date of Interview:______________________________________________________________ 
Interviewee: __________________________________________________________________ 
 
Today’s date is _______________. The interviewer is Mariela Fernandez. The interviewee is 
___________.  
 
 
Creating Rapport/Collecting Background Information on Little Village 
Thanks for agreeing to participate in the interview. The first section will focus on Little 
Village.  
 
1. Do you live in Little Village?  
a. If not a resident: How long have you worked in the community?  
b. If resident: How long have you lived here?  
2. I would like to know more about the neighborhood. If you were to describe Little Village to a 
stranger, what would you say?   
Probing questions:  
a. Can you tell me more about the people who live here?  
a. [Note for Interviewer: examples of type of people include youth, elderly, families, 
Latinos, etc.]  
b. What types of jobs do people have? 
3. Do you know why people move to Little Village?  
4. What are some of the things people like about their neighborhood?  
5. What are some of the things that people don’t like?  
Participant’s Relationship with LVEJO 
 
The next set of questions will ask about your experiences with LVEJO.  
 252 
 
 
6. When did you decide to join LVEJO? 
 a. How long have you worked for them? 
7. How and why did you get involved with them? 
8. What were your initial thoughts of the organization when you joined? 
9. What do you do for LVEJO now? 
a) What are some of the projects you have worked on?  
10. Do you remember some of the other projects the other organizers have worked on? 
11. What have been some of the challenges or problems facing LVEJO while you have worked 
for them?  
12. Okay, so those were the problems facing LVEJO. How about you? Have you faced any 
challenges or problems while being involved with them like transportation, personal conflict 
with others, and so on?  
 Probe: Make sure to ask about initial challenges (before volunteering) as well as 
challenges during volunteering.  
13. I am also interested in knowing how working for LVEJO has affected you. Sometimes 
people volunteer or work for a nonprofit because they want to learn new things or make new 
friends. Has working with LVEJO affected you?  
a. Did you make new friendships? 
b. Did you gain new skills? 
14. And other times, people volunteer or work for a nonprofit because they want to make a 
change in the community. Do you think your work with LVEJO has affected Little Village?  
Impacts in Latino Residents and Little Village 
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15. From reviewing your website and online videos on YouTube, it seems that the organization 
has relied on residents who volunteer to get things done.  Can you tell me more about this?  
a. How and why do residents decide to help? 
b. Who do you think is more likely to volunteer in the community?  
c. Can you tell me more about what the activities residents helped LVEJO with? 
16. In general, do you think LVEJO has a good or bad reputation in community?  Why?  
Parks in Little Village 
17. Part of this study is interested in the parks in the area. What parks are most visited in Little 
Village? 
18. How do residents use the park?  
19. Did you feel there are enough parks in Little Village at the time?  
20. How important are parks in the community? 
21. It appears that Little Village has had fewer parks compared to other neighborhoods in 
Chicago. Could you tell me more about the reasons why you think this happened?  
a. [Note for interviewer: may want to probe about certain policies and political 
figures that have made access harder based off the book Cloud Factories]  
Strategies Utilized to Gain Access to Open Spaces 
22. Can you tell me more about how LVEJO has helped Little Village get more parks in the 
community?  
Probe: Ask about raising funds, recruiting volunteers, organizing a network of supporters, 
acquiring more park land in Little Village (e.g., protests, etc.). 
23. What are some of the things that have worked best?  
24. Do you know of anything they tried that didn’t work?  
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Concluding Questions 
25. What advice to you have for agencies on how to best serve Latinos? 
26. In some communities, building trust with Latinos can be a challenge. What advice do you 
have for organizations to build trust?  
27. If other non-profit organizations in the United States wanted to get Latino residents to help 
get more parks, what advice do you have for those organizations?  
Background of Participant 
28. What is your age?  
29. What is your marital status?  
30. Do you have any children?  
31. What is the highest level of education completed?  
32. What is your occupation?  
Thank you for agreeing to participate in the study. I am thankful for your time. Are any 
last comments or suggestions that you may have?  
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APPENDIX H: INTERVIEW PROTOCOL (CPD)  
 
To be completed by interviewer:  
 
Date of Interview:______________________________________________________________ 
Interviewee: __________________________________________________________________ 
 
Today’s date is _______________. The interviewer is Mariela Fernandez. The interviewee is 
___________.  
 
 
Participant’s Relationship with Organization 
1. How long have you worked for the Chicago Park District? 
2. What do you do for the Chicago Park District? 
3. How and why did you decide to get involved with the agency?  
4. How do people end up working for the CPD? I have heard that in the past the CPD was 
associated with patronage jobs. I wasn’t sure to what extent current workers were hired under 
this system.  
 
CPD Questions 
5. The CPD has a rich history serving Chicago residents. With such a large population, how does 
the CPD manage the various neighborhoods?  
 
6. What are some of the agency’s priorities in the next upcoming years?  
7. While reviewing several park district material, some neighborhoods and areas of Chicago such 
as the Lakefront were mentioned. It seemed that the CPD was going to advocate for more open 
space in these areas. How does the CPD decide which neighborhoods and areas to focus on?  
 
8. What are some of the agency’s pressing problems or challenges?  
a. [Ask this question for each challenge identified] For __[insert challenge]__, what is the 
CPD doing?  
Little Village 
9. To what extent are you familiar with Little Village?  
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10. Can you tell me more about the community? How would you describe it?  
11. What parks are most visited by Little Village residents? 
12. How important are parks to community residents in Little Village? 
13. Little Village has a young population. Has this affected CPD services in the community?  
14. Little Village has a large population of Mexicans. Has this affected CPD services in the 
community?  
15. Little Village has a gang boundary that residents keep mentioning. Has that affect CPD 
services in the community?  
16. For this project, I am looking at  LVEJO’s role in converting the coal power plant site into 
the new park in Little Village. Where you involved with this process in any way? 
Can you comment on the CPD’s role in this brownfield conversion to a park.    
17. While speaking with Little Village residents, some have mentioned that they felt they did not 
have enough green space in their community. Does CPD have any plans for increasing services 
in this community?    
18. In regards to not having enough parks and green spaces in Little Village, can you tell me 
more about the reasons why this might have happened? 
19. What are some of the problems or challenges affecting the parks in Little Village?  
a. For [Ask this question for each challenge identified] For __[insert challenge]__, what 
steps did the CPD take to still be able to provide more open space?  
20. The community of Little Village recently started their Park Advisory Council Board 
meetings. What will be CPD’s role in the PAC?  
Working with Minorities 
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21. This study focuses on gaining open space in minority communities. I understand that in the 
1980s, the CPD was sued for racial discrimination. In your opinion, what type of relationship 
does the CPD have with minority communities now?  
22. Little Village has a large Mexican population. Has this presented unique challenges?   
23. What are some of the things that have worked best when working with minority 
communities?  
Probe: Specifically ask about raising funds, organizing a network of supporters, acquiring 
more park land in Little Village. 
a. Are there items that have worked best for Latino communities?  
24. What are some of the things that have not worked in minority communities? 
a. Are there things that have not worked for Latino communities? 
25. If other Latino communities in the United States want more parks in their community, what 
advice do you have for them?  
Concluding Questions 
26. If you could give other park districts advice in serving Latinos residents, what would it be?  
27. If you could give other park districts advice in gaining more open spaces, what would it be?  
Background of Participant 
28. What is your age?  
29. What is the highest level of education completed?  
30. By reviewing online material, it seemed that the CPD had partnered up with some other 
agencies to provide more green space. Can you tell me more about some of the agencies you 
worked with? 
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APPENDIX I: INTERVIEW PROTOCOL (LATINO RESIDENTS)  
 
To be completed by interviewer:  
 
Date of Interview:______________________________________________________________ 
Interviewee: __________________________________________________________________ 
 
Today’s date is _______________. The interviewer is Mariela Fernandez, and this is interview # 
___________.  
 
 
Creating Rapport/Collecting Background Information on Little Village 
1. How long have you lived in Little Village? 
2. Tell me about Little Village. If you were to describe it to a stranger, what would you say about 
it?   
Probing questions:  
a. Can you tell me more about the people who live in the neighborhood?  
a.  [Note for Interviewer: examples of type of people include youth, elderly, 
families, Latinos, etc.]  
b. What types of jobs do people do? 
If resident has migrated into Little Village, proceed to question 3. If he/she has lived in 
Little Village his/her whole life, then skip to question 4.  
3. Tell me about the reasons why you moved to Little Village. 
4. Do you know why your neighbors and friends have moved to Little Village?  
5. What are some of the items you really like about your neighborhood?  
6. What are some of the items you do not like about your neighborhood?   
Lack of Access to Open Spaces 
7. Can you tell me what some of the biggest problems or challenges are in Little Village? 
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8. My study looks at the parks in the community. What has been your experience using the parks 
in Little Village?  
a. If resident utilize the parks: What parks do you use more often?  
b. Can you tell me more about what you like about the parks in Little Village? 
c. Can you tell me about what you don’t like? 
d. If resident does not utilize the parks: Do your friends and neighbors visit parks? 
Can you tell me which parks your friends and neighbors like to visit?  
9. Are there enough parks in Little Village for you to enjoy?  
a. If resident is familiar with the lack of open spaces and parks in community, ask the 
following: Why do you think Little Village has fewer parks than in other communities?  
10. How important are parks in your community?  
Working Along the Nonprofit Organizations 
11. This project wants to know how LVEJO was able to get a park in Little Village.  I would like 
to know more about you helping LVEJO. How would you describe LVEJO? 
12. Can you tell me how and why you got involved with LVEJO?   
13.  What were your initial thoughts of LVEJO? 
14. Can you tell me more about your experiences in helping LVEJO? For example, what did you 
do for them? 
15. Did you face any problems when you were involved with LVEJO?   
 Probe: Make sure to ask about initial challenges (before volunteering) as well as 
challenges during volunteering.  
16. Were there particular things you wanted to get out of helping LVEJO?   
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 Probe: Items may include things like gaining new skills and knowledge, gaining more 
park access, etc. 
17. Did you meet new people while working with LVEJO? 
18. While working with LVEJO, did you gain new skills? 
19. Are there other ways in which you think working with LVEJO helped you personally? 
20. How do you think working with LVEJO helped Little Village? 
21. What are some of the items you really like about helping LVEJO? 
22. What are some of the items you didn’t enjoy about helping LVEJO? 
Advice for other Communities 
23. If other Latino neighborhoods want more parks, what advice do you have for them?  
Background of Participant 
24. What is your age?  
25. What is your marital status?  
26. Do you have any children?  
27. What is the highest level of education completed?  
28. What is your occupation?  
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APPENDIX J: SPANISH INTERVIEW PROTOCOL (LATINO RESIDENTS)  
 
To be completed by interviewer:  
 
Date of Interview: _____________________________________________________________ 
Interviewee: __________________________________________________________________ 
 
Today’s date is _______________. The interviewer is Mariela Fernandez, and this is interview # 
_____________.   
 
 
Creating Rapport/Collecting Background Information on Little Village 
1. ¿Cuánto tiempo ha Irisdo en La Villita? 
2. ¿Cómo describiría a su comunidad?  
Puedes preguntar: 
a. ¿Qué tipo de personas viven en su vecindario? 
a. [Nota para la investigadora: ejemplos de tipos de personas incluyen jóvenes, 
ancianos, familias, Latinos, etc.] 
b. ¿Qué tipo de trabajo tienen las personas que viven en La Villita? 
Si el residente emigro a La Villita, procede a pregunta 3. Si el residente ha Irisdo en La 
Villita toda su vida, procede a pregunta 4.   
3. Dígame más acerca de las razones por que se mudó a La Villita. 
4. ¿Me puede decir más acerca de las razones porque sus vecinos y amigos se han mudado a La 
Villita?   
5. ¿Cuáles son algunos de las cosas que realmente le gustan de su vecindario?  
6. ¿Cuáles son algunos de las cosas que no le gustan de su vecindario? 
Lack of Access to Open Spaces  
 262 
 
7. Siguiendo las noticias acerca de La Villita parece que la comunidad esté enfrentando algunos 
problemas. Mi estudio está interesado en los parques de la comunidad. ¿Cuál ha sido su 
experiencia usando los parques en La Villita?   
a. Si residente utiliza los parques: ¿Qué parques usa más a menudo? 
b. ¿Puede decirme más sobre lo que gusta de los parques de la comunidad?  
c. ¿Puede decirme más acerca de lo que no le gusta de los parques de la comunidad? 
d. Si residente no utiliza los parques: ¿Visitan los parques sus amigos y vecinos?  
e. ¿Puede decirme que parques sus amigos y vecinos visitan?   
8. ¿Hay suficientes parques en La Villita para que usted disfrute? 
9. ¿Que importante son los parques para su comunidad?  
Working Along the Nonprofit Organizations 
10. Este proyecto también quiere saber cómo las organizaciones en su comunidad proporcionan a 
los residentes latinos con más parques en la comunidad. Me gustaría saber más acerca de su 
participación con el [nombre de la organización sin fines de lucro] en La Villita. ¿Cómo 
describiría a [nombre de la organización sin fines de lucro]? 
11. ¿Cuándo decidió ayudar a [nombre de organización sin fines de lucro]?  
12. ¿Me podría decir cómo y por qué se involucró con [nombre de la organización sin fines de 
lucro]? 
13. ¿Cuáles eran tus pensamientos iniciales de [nombre de la organización sin fines de lucro]? 
14. Me puede decir más acerca de sus experiencias ayudando a [nombre de sin fines de lucro]? 
Por ejemplo, ¿qué tipos de actividades hizo para la organización?  
15. ¿Se enfrentó a problemas cuando estaba involucrado con [nombre de la organización sin 
fines de lucro]?     
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Probe: Asegúrese de preguntar sobre desafíos iniciales (antes de voluntariado) así como 
desafíos durante el voluntariado.   
16. ¿Hubo cosas particulares que quería obtener por medio de ayudar a [nombre de organización 
sin fines de lucro]? 
Probe: Elementos pueden incluir cosas como adquiriendo nuevas habilidades y 
conocimientos, adquiriendo más acceso a parque, etc. 
17. ¿Conoció a nueva gente por medio de ayudar a [nombre de la organización sin fines de 
lucro]?  
18. Mientras trabajando con [nombre de la organización sin fines de lucro], ¿desarrollo nuevas 
habilidades?  
19. ¿Hay otras maneras en las que cree que trabajando con [nombre de la organización sin fines 
de lucro] le ayudó a usted?  
20. ¿Hay otras maneras en las que cree que trabajando con [nombre de la organización sin fines 
de lucro] le ayudó a su comunidad? 
21. ¿Cuáles son algunos de las cosas que realmente le gusta sobre trabajando con [nombre de la 
organización sin fines de lucro]?  
22. ¿Cuáles son algunos de los cosas que no le gustan sobre trabajando con [nombre de la 
organización sin fines de lucro]? 
Advice for other Communities 
23. Si otras comunidades Latinas en los Estados Unidos quieren más parques en su comunidad. 
¿Qué consejos tiene para ellos? 
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24. Si otras organizaciones sin fines de lucro en los Estados Unidos querían ayudar a los 
residentes latinos obtener más parques, ¿Qué consejos tiene para aquellas organizaciones para 
conseguir más residentes latinos para ayudarles? 
Background of Participant 
24. ¿Cuál es tu edad?  
25. ¿Cuál es su estado civil?  
26. ¿Tiene hijos?  
27. ¿Cuál es el nivel más alto de educación?  
28. ¿Cuál es su ocupación? 
 
 
  
 
 
